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DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE'S  CHEMICAL 
STOCKPILE  EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS 
PROGRAM  [CSEPP] 


FRIDAY,  JULY  16,  1993 

House  of  Representatives, 

Environment,  Energy, 
AND  Natural  Resources  Subcommittee 
OF  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

Washington,  DC. 
The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  9:30  a.m.,  in  room 
2247,  Raybum  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Mike  Synar  (chairman 
of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Mike  Synar,  Carolyn  B.  Maloney, 
James  A.  Hayes,  J.  Dennis  Hastert,  John  L.  Mica,  and  Bernard 
Sanders. 

Also  present:  Sandra  Z.  Harris,  staff  director;  Sheila  C.  Canavan; 
professional  staff  member;  Elisabeth  R.  Campbell,  clerk;  and  Charli 
E.  Coon,  minority  professional  staff.  Committee  on  Grovemment 
Operations. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  CHAIRMAN  SYNAR 

Mr.  Synar.  The  committee  will  come  to  order.  Today  the  commit- 
tee will  continue  its  review  of  the  environment  safety  and  health- 
related  issues  surrounding  the  Department  of  Defense  program  to 
destroy  its  chemical  weapon  stockpile. 

Chemical  munitions  in  the  stockpile  contain  three  types  of  lethal 
agents,  GB,  VX,  and  mustard.  GB  and  VX  are  nerve  agents  which 
disrupt  the  central  nervous  system  and  lead  to  the  loss  of  muscular 
control  and  death.  Mustard  agents  blister  the  skin  and  can  be  fatal 
in  large  amounts.  The  munitions  are  contained  in  rockets,  bombs, 
mines,  projectiles,  spray  tanks,  and  1-ton  containers  at  eight  Army 
depots  on  the  continental  United  States  and  on  Johnston  Island  in 
the  Pacific. 

Many  of  you  will  recall  that  last  June  this  subcommittee  held  a 
hearing  examining  the  pace  smd  cost  of  the  overall  destruction  pro- 
gram, as  well  as  the  status  of  environmental  permitting  activities. 
At  that  hearing,  local  citizens  expressed  concern  that  their  commu- 
nities were  not  capable  of  dealing  with  an  emergency  caused  by  a 
major  chemical  agent  release.  As  a  result,  the  siSbcommittee  asked 
the  General  Accounting  Office  to  examine  the  Army's  Chemical 
Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program  [CSEPP]. 

The  CSEP  program  was  established  in  1988  in  response  to  a  con- 
gressional statute  requiring  "maximum  protection"  of  the  environ- 
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ment,  the  general  public,  and  personnel  involved  in  destroying  the 
chemical  munitions.  The  Army  asked  the  Federal  Emergency  Man- 
agement Agency  [FEMA],  to  coordinate  emergency  preparedness 
activities  in  the  local  communities  surrounding  the  depots.  To- 

§  ether  these  two  agencies  administer  a  program  that  sdfects  10 
tates  and  36  counties.  Although  the  risk  of  an  offsite  chemical 
agent  is  extremely  low — 1  in  100  million,  according  to  the  Army — 
the  consequences  of  such  a  release  could  be  severe.  For  these  rea- 
sons, it  is  important  to  aid  the  local  communities  in  improving 
their  emergency  preparedness  capabilities. 

As  we  will  hear  today,  program  results  so  far  are  not  encourag- 
ing. After  5  years  and  Federal  expenditures  of  $187  million  on  the 
CSEP  program,  the  local  communities;  emergency  preparedness  ca- 
pabilities are  woefully  inadequate.  For  example,  these  areas  are 
lacking  basic  equipment  necessary  to  respond  to  an  emergency, 
such  as  protective  clothing  and  masks  for  emergency  response  per- 
sonnel, sirens  to  alert  the  communities,  and  tone  alert  radios  to 
give  evacuation  directions  to  nearby  residents. 

In  addition,  many  communities  feel  that  local  medical  capabili- 
ties are  insufficient  to  handle  chemical  agent  casualties.  We  will  be 
asking  the  Army  and  FEMA  what  this  money  was  spent  on.  Early 
indications  are  that  States  and  communities  were  encouraged  to 
acquire  top  of  the  line  computers  and  new  emergency  operations 
centers,  rather  than  the  basics. 

There  is  one  bright  spot  in  the  CSEP  program.  Communities 
have  made  significant  progress  in  establishing  response  zones  and 
carrying  out  emergency  preparedness  exercises  to  stimulate  what 
would  happen  in  an  actual  emergency.  For  this,  the  CSEP  program 
should  be  commended. 

The  CSEP  program  has  been  plagued  by  delays  and  weaknesses 
which  are  in  large  part  a  result  of  disjointed  management  of  the 
program  by  the  Army  and  FEMA.  The  program  is  run  by  a  ioint 
standing  committee  comprised  of  Army.  FEMA,  State,  and  local 
members,  with  a  few  other  additional  Federal  entities  thrown  in  for 
good  measure.  Funding  flows  from  the  Army  to  FEMA,  to  FEMA 
regions,  to  the  States  and,  finally,  to  the  counties.  As  we  will  hear 
today  from  State  and  local  representatives,  the  many  layers  built 
into  the  CSEP  program  can  be  a  bureaucratic  nightmare. 

In  addition,  the  Army  and  FEMA  have  failed  to  meet  their  own 
deadlines,  according  to  GAO.  For  example,  the  CSEP  program  has 
issued  only  7  of  the  13  technical  standards  that  communities  must 
meet  when  acquiring  equipment  or  planning  readiness  activities. 
Without  the  Federal  standards,  related  equipment  acquisition  and 
readiness  efforts  by  States  and  local  counties  are  at  a  standstill. 
Many  of  these  decisions  are  on  hold  pending  the  results  of  a  new 
Army  study  of  the  actual  risk  of  an  offsite  release  of  chemical 
agent.  That  is  cold  comfort  to  citizens  who  have  been  living  near 
these  chemical  weapons  storage  depots  for  decades  and  feel  that 
the  Army  may  be  putting  this  emergency  preparedness  on  the  back 
burner. 

I  want  to  thank  today's  witnesses  for  being  with  us,  especially 
those  of  you  who  have  traveled  to  Washington  to  testify.  Addition- 
ally, we  are  very  sensitive  to  the  situation  facing  FEMA  at  this 
time  with  the  flooding  emergency  in  the  Midwest.  We  have  been 


assured  that  asking  Mr.  Wingo  to  appear  this  morning  did  not  pull 
him  away  from  critical  tasks  in  that  respect,  and  we  very  much  ap- 
preciate nim  being  here. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  all  of  you  to  ensure  that  the 
CSEP  program  runs  effectively  and  that  its  fiinds  are  spent  wisely 
and  efficiently. 

Mr.  Hastert. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  pleased  to  join 
you  today  as  we  examine  the  Department  of  Defense's  [DOD's]  pro- 
gram to  assist  local  communities  surrounding  the  Nation's  eight 
chemical  weapons  storage  depots  in  preparing  for  emergencies 
caused  by  an  accidental  release  of  a  chemical  agent.  The  Army  es- 
tablished this  program  to  serve  as  a  companion  to  DOD's  mandate 
to  destroy  the  majority  of  our  chemical  weapons  stockpile. 

I  am  sure  that  I  speak  for  all  of  the  members  of  this  committee 
when  I  say  that  protecting  the  residents  in  these  surrounding  com- 
munities is  a  vital  concern.  We  need  to  ensure  that  their  safety  is 
provided  for  in  the  unlikely  event  that  an  unforeseen  incident  could 
occur. 

I  look  forward  to  hearing  from  our  witnesses  today  about  this 
progfram.  I  hope  to  hear  assurances  from  the  Army  that  they  will 
aggressively  address  and  correct  the  perceived  problems  in  the  pro- 
gram's management  structure  as  well  as  noted  programmatic 
delays. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Synar.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Sanders. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  think  on  a  day  like  today  when  we  are  looking  at  what  a  natu- 
ral disaster  can  do  to  the  Midwest  of  this  country,  we  can  appre- 
ciate what  kind  of  tragedy  could  occur  if  an  accident  happened  with 
the  chemical  weapons  we  are  attempting  to  destroy. 

So,  I  want  to  congratulate  you  for  holding  this  hearing  on  the 
problems  of  the  Department  of  Defense's  Chemical  Stockpile  Emer- 
gency Preparedness  Program.  It  will  allow  us  to  review  a  problem 
of  enormous  potential  importance  to  our  Nation. 

We  all  realize  that  chemical  weapons,  if  accidentally  released, 
could  cause  a  disaster.  It  is  urgent  that  we  have  adequate  safe- 
guards in  place  to  deal  with  all  contingencies.  This  hearing  will  ex- 
amine if  that  is  in  fact  the  case. 

So  I  congratulate  you  for  this  hearing. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Hayes. 

Mr.  Hayes.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

In  reviewing  the  materials  here,  it  struck  me  that  as  we  always 
prepare  for  hurricane  season  on  the  gulf  coast  and  particularly  po- 
tential problems  in  Louisiana,  we  recognize  that  in  this  budget 
year  and  the  next,  FEMA  is  going  to  be  strained  and  stressed  as 
it  has  never  been  in  the  past.  Clearly  we  are  not  going  to  be  finan- 
cially prepared  for  that  kind  of  disaster. 

For  those  who  are  testifying  today,  since  I  will  not  be  able  to  stay 
at  this  hearing,  I  wish  to  request  their  thoughts  for  the  record  con- 
cerning the  way  in  which  budget  management  and  FEMA  should 
be  done. 


In  other  words,  what  are  the  unintended  consequences  of  a  chem- 
ical accident  related  to  the  costs  that  might  result  in  terms  of  re- 
duced FEMA  capacity  to  respond  to  unforeseen  natural  disasters? 
We  have  to  be  prepared  for  that  in  advance,  not  at  the  last  moment 
attempting  to  appropriate  funds. 

The  second  area  of  concern  that  I  have  is,  during  recent  Hurri- 
cane Andrew,  even  an  area  like  southwest  Louisiana,  which  is  used 
to  that  kind  of  natural  disaster  and  which  has  great  coordination 
of  its  State  and  Federal  agencies,  had  some  breakdowns  in  reach- 
ing material  that  was  stored,  in  tnis  instance,  in  military  facilities. 

In  the  aftermath  of  the  hurricane,  it  was  suggested  that  better 
performance  might  result  if  information  was  coordinated  to  know 
where  items  are  located  even  with  a  preexisting  evacuation  and 
hurricane  relief  plan. 

Looking  over  these  materials,  it  is  apparent  to  me  that  local  com- 
mimities,  in  the  event  of  such  a  disaster,  would  have  no  instant  in- 
formation or  idea  from  a  preprepared  plan  of  action  what  course  to 
take  and  that  the  time  lost  here,  while  a  tragedy  in  the  natural 
phenomenon,  the  time  lost  here  could  mean  a  devastating  loss  of 
life. 

So  I  applaud  you  for  bringing  attention  to  the  issue,  of  having 
the  witnesses.  I  would  ask  you  and  the  remaining  members  of  the 
panel  if  you  would  delve  for  me  into  those  questions  of  how  to  pre- 
pare a  plan,  and  how  to  make  the  community  aware  of  the  plan, 
and  how  to  coordinate  the  plan  among  the  multitude  of  State  ana 
Federal  agencies  that  would  be  involved. 

Thank  you  again,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Synar.  Tnank  you,  Mr.  Hayes. 

Our  first  panel  is  David  Warren,  Associate  Director,  Defense 
Management  and  NASA  Issues,  National  Security  and  Inter- 
national Affairs  Division,  U.S.  General  Accoimting  Office,  accom- 
panied by  John  Henderson,  Assistant  Director;  Suzanne 
MacFarlane,  evaluator  in  charge;  and  Cynthia  Richards,  senior 
evaluator. 

[Witnesses  sworn.] 

Mr.  Synar.  Welcome,  Mr.  Warren  and  others.  Your  entire  testi- 
mony will  be  made  part  of  the  record.  At  this  time  we  will  ask  you 
to  summarize. 

STATEMENT  OF  DAVID  R.  WARREN,  ASSOCIATE  DIRECTOR,  DE- 
FENSE MANAGEMENT  AND  NASA  ISSUES,  NATIONAL  SECU- 
RITY AND  INTERNATIONAL  AFFAIRS  DIVISION,  U.S.  GEN- 
ERAL ACCOUNTING  OFFICE,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  JOHN  HEN- 
DERSON,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR;  SUZANNE  MacFARLANE, 
EVALUATOR  IN  CHARGE;  AND  CYNTHIA  RICHARDS,  SENIOR 
EVALUATOR 

Mr.  Warren.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  prelimi- 
nary results  of  our  work  on  the  Federal  Government's  efforts  to 
help  local  communities  prepare  for  possible  chemical  agent  acci- 
dents at  eight  storage  sites. 

This  assistance  is  provided  under  the  Army's  Chemical  Stockpile 
Emergency  Preparedness  Program  [CSEPP].  The  Army  established 
CSEPP  in  1988.  Under  a  memorandum  of  understanding  FEMA 
shares  responsibility  with  the  Army  for  this  program. 


State  and  local  officials,  in  accordance  with  State  law,  have  pri- 
mary responsibility  for  protecting  the  health  and  safety  of  local 
communities  in  tne  event  of  an  emergency  involving  chemical 
agents. 

My  remarks  today  will  discuss  our  concerns  regarding  the  lim- 
ited impact  of  CSEPP  assistance  on  communities'  emergency  re- 
sponse preparedness  and  the  program's  overall  management  weak- 
nesses. 

In  summary,  our  work  shows  that  even  though  CSEPP  has  used 
$187  million  in  funding,  the  program  has  made  little  progress  in 
achieving  its  main  objectives.  Local  communities  still  lack  several 
important  capabilities.  They  cannot  quickly  and  effectively  notify 
residents  of  a  chemical  accident;  they  cannot  evacuate  nor  shelter 
in  place  those  residents  closest  to  the  sites.  They  cannot  provide 
protective  equipment  to  emergency  responders,  and  they  cannot 
provide  adequate  medical  response. 

Let  me  turn  to  the  details  of  our  findings  since  you  have  covered 
much  of  the  background.  CSEPP  has  made  some  progress  in  assist- 
ing communities  by  helping  to  improve  planning  for  cnemical  emer- 
gencies and  by  establishing  and  implementing  a  series  of  emer- 
gency response  exercises  to  test  and  improve  response  capability. 

However,  little  progress  has  been  made  in  other  key  areas.  These 
are  ones  that  would  be  needed  immediately  if  an  accident  were  to 
occur.  First,  communities  lack  alert  and  notification  capabilities.  As 
early  as  October  1989,  program  documents  identified  the  need  for 
such  devices.  CSEPFs  initial  milestone  was  that  alert  and  notifica- 
tion equipment  would  be  installed  and  tested  by  October  1992  at 
all  locations.  However,  CSEPP  funded  sirens  and  tone  alert  radios 
were  not  in  place  in  any  of  the  nine  immediate  response  zone  coun- 
ties we  reviewed.  Officials  at  some  sites  such  as  Pine  Bluff  and 
Tooele  expect  to  begin  installing  such  equipment  by  the  end  of 
1993. 

Second,  guidance  on  how  to  protect  the  community  is  not  yet  de- 
veloped. 

Evacuation  and  sheltering  in  place  are  two  protective  options.  Al- 
though the  CSEPP  management  plan  stated  the  development  of 
computer  evacuation  models  for  making  protective  action  decisions 
would  be  completed  by  October  1990,  this  work  is  still  ongoing.  Ad- 
ditionally, managers  have  given  little  attention  to  sheltering  in 
place. 

Local  officials  told  us  in  many  counties  that  the  proximity  of  resi- 
dences and  schools  to  chemical  storage  sites  may  make  evacuation 
impossible.  We  also  observed  that  at  situation  exercises. 

Third,  a  lack  of  protective  gear  limits  response  capability.  Protec- 
tive gear  consists  of  clothing — skin  protection — and  masks — res- 
piratory protection.  CSEPP  originally  planned  to  complete  its  eval- 
uation of  the  need  for  protective  gear  by  October  1990.  However, 
CSEPP  is  still  studying  this  issue.  CSEP  program  officials  have  ac- 
knowledged the  need  to  provide  first  responders  with  some  kind  of 
respiratory  protection.  However,  final  studies  are  not  expected  to 
be  completed  until  December  1993. 

Similarly,  CSEPP  is  studying  the  need  for  skin  protection  for 
first  responders. 


Lastly,  the  adequacy  of  local  emergency  medical  service  is  uncer- 
tain. Local  officials  also  cite  concern  such  as  limited  hospital  capa- 
bility, inadequate  resources,  lack  of  guidance  on  equipment  and  de- 
contamination and  protective  gear. 

Let  me  turn  to  our  observations  on  CSEPFs  management.  First, 
CSEPP  management  is  fragmented.  CSEPP  is  not  a  continuous  or- 
ganization, but  is  instead  a  collection  of  committees  that  uses  a 
steering  committee  and  six  subcommittees  to  generally  set  policy 
and  manage  activities. 

The  Army's  recent  action  to  take  over  leadership  of  CSEPFs  au- 
tomation activities  from  FEMA  indicates  that  the  structure  is  not 
working  well. 

Second,  CSEPP  has  met  few  of  the  goals  in  its  1990  management 
plan.  According  to  an  updated  version  of  the  plan  in  January  1993, 
22  milestones  have  been  established;  4  have  been  completed.  An- 
other 4  were  late  in  completion  and  10  are  behind  schedule.  The 
remaining  four  were  new  additions  to  the  plan. 

Third,  financial  controls  are  weak.  For  example,  in  a  February 
1993  report  by  FEMA's  inspector  general,  it  was  reported  that  the 
systems  that  FEMA  used  to  track  CSEPP  funds  are  not  accurate, 
consistent,  or  timely.  This  has  been  a  continual  concern  to  the 
Army. 

We  plan  to  release  a  final  report  on  these  issues  in  the  fall.  How- 
ever, we  believe  there  are  actions  the  Army  can  initiate  now. 

In  summary,  we  believe  they  should  establish  a  management 
structure  with  a  single  accountable  focal  point  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  Army  to  implement  the  program*  reevaluate  FEMA's  role 
in  the  program;  establish  target  dates  for  critical  guidance  and 
equipment  to  local  communities  so  they  are  tied  to  the  readiness 
the  community  needs  to  respond;  and,  establish  strict  controls  over 
accountability. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  prepared  remarks.  I  will  be 
glad  to  answer  any  questions  you  might  have. 

Mr.  Synar.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Warren,  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Warren  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  discuss  the  preliminary  results 
of  our  ongoing  work  on  the  federal  government's  efforts  to  help 
local  communities  prepare  for  possible  chemical  agent  accidents 
at  Its  eight  storage  sites.   This  assistance  Is  provided  under 
the  Army's  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program 
(CSEPP).   The  Army  established  CSEPP  In  1988  to  Improve  emergency 
response  In  communities  near  the  eight  sites  In  the  continental 
United  States  where  chemical  weapons  are  stored.   Enclosure  I 
shows  these  communities  and  their  nearby  populations.   Over  the 
next  10  years,  the  Army  plans  to  build  facilities  at  the  storage 
site  locations  to  destroy  those  weapons.   Under  a  memorandum  of 
understanding  (MOU),  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 
(FEMA)  shares  portions  of  CSEPP 's  program  management  with  the 
Army. 

State  and  local  officials.  In  accordance  with  state  law,  have  the 
primary  responsibility  for  protecting  the  health  and  safety  of 
the  local  communities  In  the  event  of  an  emergency  Involving 
chemical  agents.  Emergency  management  In  any  situation  Is  made 
up  of  three  phases:  planning  and  preparation,  response,  and 
recovery.  During  the  planning  and  preparatory  phase,  hazards  are 
Identified  and  mitigated  and  the  resources  needed  to  respond  to 
an  emergency  are  Identified  and  obtained.   In  the  response  phase, 
resources  are  used  to  respond  to  an  emergency  situation.   This 


phase  may  include  such  actions  as  alerting  the  community  to  the 
emergency  and  evacuating  some  portion  of  the  population  from  the 
threatened  area.   Lastly,  during  the  recovery  phase,  damage  is 
assessed  and  repaired  and  people  return  to  the  area  affected  by 
the  emergency. 

In  an  emergency  associated  with  chemical  weapons,  the  substances 
released  have  the  potential  for  great  harm,  and  quick  reaction  is 
exceedingly  critical.   Chemical  agents  can  move  with  the  ambient 
air  and,  at  some  sites,  can  travel  off  the  installation 
boundaries  in  minutes.   For  this  reason  the  alert  and 
notification  systems,  protective  actions,  protective  gear,  and 
automation  appropriate  to  such  an  emergency  may  differ  from  those 
required  to  cope  with  other  potential  local  emergencies. 

My  remarks  today  will  address  our  review  of  CSEPP  and,  more 
specifically,  our  concerns  regarding  (1)  the  limited  impact  of 
CSEPP 's  assistance  on  communities'  emergency  response 
preparations  and  (2)  the  progreun's  overall  management  weaknesses. 
Before  I  address  our  specific  findings  let  me  first  summarize  the 
results  of  our  work. 

RESULTS  IN  BRIEF 

Even  though  CSEPP  has  used  $187  million  in  funding,  the  program 
has  made  little  progress  in  achieving  its  main  objective  of 
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helping  communities  prepare  for  emergencies  Involving  chemical 
agent  release.   The  lack  of  progress  Is  partly  because  of  progreun 
management  weaknesses  such  as  fragmented  authorities  and 
responsibilities  and  weak  controls  over  funds,  leading  to  missed 
progreun  milestones  and  delays  In  Issuing  guidance.   As  a  result, 
communities  near  the  eight  chemical  warfare  agent  storage  sites 
are  not  prepared  to  respond  to  a  chemical  emergency.   While 
participating  communities  have  developed  emergency  response  plans 
and  participated  In  major  emergency  response  exercises,  they  lack 
several  Important  capabilities. 

They  cannot  quickly  and  effectively  notify  residents  of  a 

chemical  accident  and  provide  Instructions  on  how  the 

residents  should  respond. 

They  can  neither  evacuate  nor  shelter-ln-place  those 

residents  who  would  be  Immediately  affected  by  a  chemical 

accident. 

They  cannot  provide  protective  equipment  to  those  emergency 

responders  who  would  be  expected  to  assist  In  evacuation, 

render  aid  and  conduct  decontamination,  re-entry,  and 

restoration  operations . 

Finally,  the  participating  communities  cannot  provide  the 

medical  response  needed  to  handle  and  treat  chemical 

casualties. 
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Local  emergency  planning  and  response  officials  repeatedly 
expressed  concern  over  their  communities'  lack  of  readiness  to 
respond  to  a  major  chemical  accident.   For  example,  one  official 
told  us  that  his  county  has  no  more  response  capability  now  than 
it  did  when  CSEPP  began. 

* 

The  absence  of  emergency  response  capabilities  in  the  communities 
we  visited  is  due  in  part  to  weaknesses  in  CSEPP  management.   For 
example,  approximately  5  years  into  the  program,  critical 
studies,  such  as  the  Chemical  Agent  Deposition  Study,  needed  to 
develop  definitive  guidance  on  required  emergency  response 
actions  and  equipment  have  not  been  completed.   In  addition,  many 
program  tasks  are  behind  schedule.   Further,  because  of  a  lack  of 
adequate  financial  controls,  the  Army  and  FEMA  do  not  have 
reasonable  assurance  that  CSEPP  funds  provided  to  the  states  and 
counties  have  been  used  for  their  intended  purposes. 

Improving  the  management  of  this  program  is  critical  to  ensuring 
that  communities  can  respond  to  a  chemical  accident,  if  one 
should  occur.   Better  management  is  also  needed  to  ensure  the 
effective  and  efficient  use  of  federal  funds.   According  to  a 
recent  preliminary  Army  estimate,  the  CSEPP  program  will  cost 
approximately  $696  million  through  2003,  the  anticipated  time 
when  all  unitary  chemical  weapons  will  have  been  destroyed.  This 
is  an  Increase  of  $582  million  from  the  Army's  original  1988 
estimate  of  $114  million. 
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PROGRAM  OBJECTIVES  AND  RESPONSIBILITIES 

The  Defense  Authorization  Act  of  1986  (P.L.  99-145)  mandates 
that,  In  destroying  the  unitary  chemical  weapons  stockpile, 
maximum  protection  should  be  provided  for  the  general  public. 
Such  protection  requires  the  coordination  and  cooperation  of  many 
federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  and  organizations  at  the  eight 
sites  In  the  continental  United  States  where  the  Army  stores — 
and  plans  to  destroy- -chemical  munitions/   While  the  Army 
considers  the  likelihood  of  a  chemical  release  at  one  of  Its 
storage  sites  to  be  extremely  small,  the  health  effects  of  an 
accident  can  be  very  severe.   Some  of  these  munitions  contain 
deadly  nerve  agents,  which  can  disrupt  the  nervous  system  and 
lead  to  loss  of  muscular  control  and  death.   Others  contain 
mustard  agents,  which  blister  the  skin  and  can  be  lethal  In  large 
eunounts . 

Communities  near  the  chemical  weapons  storage  sites  had  little 
capability  to  respond  to  a  chemical  emergency  when  CSEPP  funding 
began  In  1988.   Originally,  the  Army  scheduled  emergency 
preparedness  Improvements  to  support  the  beginning  of  weapons 
destruction  at  each  of  the  eight  storage  sites.   In  1988,  when  an 
Army  study  Indicated  that  weapons  storage  posed  a  greater 
possibility  of  a  catastrophic  chemical  release  than  did  their 


^he  eight  storage  sites  are  Aberdeen,  Maryland;  Annlston, 
Alabama;  Lexington,  Kentucky;   Newport  Indiana;  Pine  Bluff, 
Arkansas;  Pueblo,  Colorado;  Tooele,  Utah;  and  Umatilla,  Oregon. 
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destruction,  the  Army  decided  to  provide  emergency  response 
capability  as  soon  as  possible  at  all  sites. 

To  do  this  the  Army  sought  FEMA's  assistance  because  FEMA  already 
had  the  Infrastructure  and  experience  needed  to  provide  federal 
emergency  response  funds  and  assistance  to  states  and  counties. 
Under  an  August  3,  1988,  memorandum  of  understanding  worked  out 
between  the  Army  and  FEMA,  the  Army  Is  responsible  for  providing 
technical  assistance  and  required  resources  In  developing 
emergency  response  plans  and  related  preparedness  capabilities; 
Integrating  the  on-site  and  off -site  planning  processes;  ensuring 
that  all  emergency  plans  are  adequate  and  can  be  readily 
Implemented;  and  conducting  site-specific  hazard  analyses  for 
planning.   FEMA  Is  responsible  for  administering  CSEPP  funding  to 
the  states  and  localities,  taking  the  lead  in  working  with  state 
and  local  governments  in  upgrading  community  response 
capabilities,  and  conducting  training. 

CSEPP  was  established  to  provide  a  framework  of  cooperation 
between  FEMA  and  the  Army.   Its  organization  consists  of  a 
steering  committee  and  six  subcommittees  organized  by  functional 
area,  such  as  planning  and  exercises.   The  organization  of  CSEPP 
is  depicted  in  enclosure  II.  CSEPP 's  overall  objectives  are  to 
provide  guidance,  assistance,  a  variety  of  equipment,  and 


^Final  Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Chemical 
Stockpile  Disposal  Program,  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland, 
January  1988. 
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training  so  communities  can  adequately  respond  to  a  chemical 
emergency.   In  the  case  of  an  emergency  associated  with  chemical 
weapons,  communities  are  dealing  with  an  unusual  hazard  and  need 
special  assistance. 

FEMA  and  the  Army  provide  financial  and  technical  assistance  to 
support  local  preparedness,  but  state  and  local  governments  are 
responsible  for  developing  and  implementing  emergency  response 
programs  for  the  local  communities.  Because  of  this,  and  because 
of  the  complex  Issues  affecting  the  progreun,  action  under  CSEPP 
requires  the  coordination  of  numerous  federal,  state,  and  local 
entities.  CSEPP  officials  believe  that  the  need  to  obtain 
consensus  among  the  many  program  participants  has  contributed  to 
progreun  delays. 

Funding  for  localities  flows  from  the  Army  to  FEMA  Headquarters, 
through  the  FEMA  regions,  to  the  states  and  then  to  counties.  Of 
the  $187  million  in  funding  used  by  CSEPP  through  late  June, 
1993,  approximately  $57  million  has  been  allocated  to  the  Army. 
An  additional  $130  million  has  been  allocated  to  FEMA,  Including 
$97  million  which  FEMA  has  released  to  the  10  states 
participating  in  the  CSEPP  program. 

In  CSEPP,  defining  emergency  planning  zones  is  an  important 
preparatory  step.  CSEPP 's  emergency  planning  zones  are  the 
Immediate  Response  Zone,  which  includes  areas  most  Immediately 
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affected  by  a  possible  release,  and  the  Protective  Action  Zone, 
which  lies  beyond  the  Immediate  Response  Zone.   In  case  of  an 
emergency,  immediate  action  must  be  taken  to  protect  the  lives  of 
persons  in  the  Immediate  Response  Zone.   These  preparations, 
including  equip-ent,  procedures,  and  actions,  will  be  different 
than  for  the  Protective  Action  Zone  where  people  have  a  little 
more  time  to  respond  to  an  emergency.   Enclosure  III  is  a 
stylized  illustration  of  the  zone  concept. 


DESPITE  CSEPP,  COMMUNITIES  LACK  ESSENTIAL  ELEMENTS  OF  EMERGENCY 
RESPONSE  TO  CHEMICAL  ACCIDENTS 

Our  review  determined  that  CSEPP  has  made  some  progress  in 
assisting  communities  by  helping  to  improve  local  planning  for 
chemical  emergencies  and  by  establishing  and  implementing  a 
series  of  emergency  response  exercises  to  test  and  improve 
response  capability.   However,  little  progress  has  been  made  in 
other  areas  of  the  program.  Our  review  indicates  that 
communities  near  chemical  storage  sites  are  not  adequately 
prepared  to  respond  to  a  chemical  emergency.   Specifically,  their 
preparedness  did  not  include  the  essential  elements  described  in 
general  emergency  response  standards  and  in  CSEPP  program  plans, 
standards,  and  guidance. 
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To  Illustrate  these  conditions  I  will  discuss  the  lack  of 
progress  that  has  been  made  In  four  elements  of  effective 
preparedness:  alert  and  notification  systems,  protective 
actions,  protective  gear,  and  medical  response  capability. 

Communities  Lack  Alert  and  Notification  Capability 

In  a  chemical  emergency  the  surrounding  community  must  be  alerted 
and  protective  actions  must  be  taken,  often  within  minutes. 
Sirens  and  tone  alert  radios  can  quickly  alert  officials, 
responders,  and  residents  and  tell  them  what  protective  actions 
to  take. 

As  early  as  October  1989,  program  documents  such  as  the  Emergency 
Response  Concept  Plans  Identified  the  need  for  such  alert-and- 
notlflcatlon  devices;  current  CSEPP  planning  guidance  continues 
to  stress  the  need  for  alert-and-notlf Icatlon  systems.   CSEPP 's 
Initial  milestone  was  that  alert-and-notlflcatlon  equipment  would 
be  Installed  and  tested  by  October  1992  at  all  locations.   Yet, 
as  of  March  1993,  CSEPP- funded  sirens  and  tone  alert  radios  for 
alert  and  notification  of  the  public  were  not  In  place  In  any  of 
the  nine  Immediate  Response  Zone  counties  we  reviewed.^ 
Officials  at  some  sites,  such  as  Pine  Bluff  and  Tooele,  expect  to 


These  Immediate  Response  Zone  counties  were:   Morrow  and 
Umatilla  Counties,  Oregon;  Benton  County,  Washington;  Jefferson 
and  Grant  Counties,  Arkansas;  Tooele  County,  Utah;  Pueblo  County, 
Colorado;  and  Talladega  and  Calhoun  Counties,  Alabama. 


17 

begin  installing  such  equipment  by  the  end  of  1993. 

Delays  in  acquiring  and  fielding  sirens  and  tone-alert  radios 
have  occurred  for  several  reasons.   For  example,  disputes  between 
some  Immediate  Response  Zone  counties  and  the  state  and/or  FEMA 
over  the  numbers  and  placement  of  the  sirens  have  disrupted 
attempts  to  field  alert  and  notification  equipment.   In  March  of 
this  year,  Tooele  County — an  Immediate  Response  Zone  County  in 
Utah--refused  to  participate  in  a  major  CSEPP  exercise  until 
high-level  CSEPP  officials  resolved  an  impasse  with  FEMA 
regarding  the  number  of  sirens  to  be  located  in  the  county.   At 
the  time  of  this  controversy,  Tooele  County's  Commissioners 
expressed  their  finistration  in  the  following  words:  "FEMA's 
rejection  and  seemingly  arbitrary  and  capricious  decision  on  the 
IRZ/PAZ  boundaries  and  the  Alert  and  Notification  System  has 
clearly  crossed  the  threshold  of  public  safety."  Also,  local 
officials  state  that  CSEPP 's  specifications  for  the  tone-alert 
radios  have  contributed  to  delays  in  fielding  equipment.   For 
example,  they  said  that  specifications  call  for  using  a  7 -year 
battery  although  few,  if  any,  domestic  manufacturers  make  radios 
that  meet  this  specifications. 

Protective  Action  Options  Are  Insufficient 

In  an  emergency,  local  officials  must  act  quickly  to  decide  what 
actions  are  appropriate  to  protect  the  community.  Evacuation  and 
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sheltering- In-place  are  two  basic  protective  action  options. 
Although  the  CSEPP  Management  Plan  of  March  1990  stated  that 
development  of  computer  evacuation  models  for  local  policy  makers 
to  use  In  making  protective  action  decisions  would  be  completed 
by  October  1990,  this  work  Is  still  ongoing. 

Numerous  documents.  Including  the  1987  Emergency  Response  Concept 
Plan  and  the  1989  site  specific  emergency  response  plans,  have 
recognized  that  evacuation  may  not  always  be  effective  and  that 
the  option  of  shelterlng-ln-place  may  be  needed.*  Nonetheless, 
CSEPP  continues  to  emphasize  evacuation  over  sheltering,  has  done 
little  to  help  localities  plan  for  sheltering,  and  has  not 
supported  it  with  CSEPP  funds.   The  program  has  funded  three 
evacuation-related  computer  models,  but  has  given  very  little 
attention  to  shelterlng-ln-place. 

Local  officials  in  many  counties  have  repeatedly  reaffirmed  the 
need  for  sheltering  in  place.   These  officials  note  that  the 
proximity  of  residences  and  schools  to  the  chemical  storage  sites 
may  make  evacuation  Impossible.   For  exeunple,  there  are  34 
schools  within  9  miles  of  the  Pine  Bluff  Arsenal  and  officials 
state  that  the  closest  dwellings  are  only  about  half  a  mile  from 
the  bunkers  containing  chemical  agent.   Likewise,  officials  of 
Morrow  and  Umatilla  Counties  in  Oregon  say  that  they  would  not 


See  Emergency  Response  Concept  Plan,  Chemical  Stockpile 
Disposal  Program,  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  MD,  July  1987  and  the 
site  specific  emergency  response  concept  plans. 
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have  time  to  evacuate  many  residents  near  the  depot  because  of  a 
combination  of  proximity  to  the  depot,  lack  of  notification  and 
alert  equipment,  and  lack  of  transportation. 

Further,  our  observations  of  CSEPP  emergency  response  exercises 
Indicated  that  shelterlng-ln-place  was  frequently  the  only 
available  option.   For  exeunple,  during  a  CSEPP  decision  and 
control  exercise  at  the  Tooele  site  In  Utah,  county  officials 
chose  to  tell  residents  nearest  to  the  Army  Installation  to  stay 
Inside  rather  than  to  evacuate  because  of  Insufficient  time  and 
means  to  evacuate. 

Lack  of  Protective  Gear 
Limits  Response  Capability 

Protective  gear  consists  of  clothing  for  skin  protection  and 
masks  for  respiratory  protection.   The  Army's  1987  Emergency 
Response  Concept  Plan  acknowledged  the  need  to  provide  emergency 
responders  with  protective  gear.   Also,  CSEPP 's  draft  guidelines 
for  medically  screening  the  population  exposed  to  chemical  agents 
state  that  emergency  response  and  medical  personnel  should  wear 
protective  clothing.   And,  although  the  1990  CSEPP  Management 
Plan  affirmed  that  CSEPP  would  complete  Its  evaluation  of  the 
need  for  protective  gear  for  civilian  workers  in  October  1990, 
CSEPP  is  still  studying  this  issue.   CSEPP 's  evaluation  of  these 
two  components  of  protective  gear  has  followed  separate  lines  of 
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effort. 

CSEPP  progreun  officials  have  acknowledged  the  need  to  provide 
first  responders  with  some  type  of  respiratory  protection.  In 
September  1991  CSEPP  asked  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and 
Prevention  (CDC)  to  determine  what  would  be  appropriate  gear  for 
civilian  emergency  responders.'  CDC  began  Its  examination  of 
this  Issue  In  January  1992,  and  results  are  expected  to  be 
available  In  December  1993. 

However,  CSEPP  Is  still  studying  the  heed  for  skin  protection  for 
first  responders  at  the  eight  storage  sites  and  has  not  Issued 
guidance  on  the  use  of  such  gear,  despite  the  evidence  of  earlier 
studies.   According  to  CSEPP  officials,  they  have  not  done  so 
because  the  Army  has  not  completed  Its  ongoing  study  of  the  risk 
of  chemical  agent  exposure  for  populations  outside  Installation 
boundaries.   CSEPP  officials  estimate  that  the  study  will  be 
complete  In  October  1993. 

Ultimately,  the  people  In  the  affected  communities  would  suffer 
most  If  first  responders  did  not  have  protective  gear  because. 


'Military  gear  Is  tested  and  approved  for  protection  against 
chemical  agent,  but  is  not  approved  by  the  Occupational  Safety 
and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  for  occupational  use  by 
civilians  in  the  event  of  a  chemical  emergency.   Therefore,  CSEPP 
could  not  provide  this  readily  available  gear  to  civilian 
communities  without  a  waiver  from  OSHA;  this  was  not  obtained. 
Rules  regulating  the  safety  and  health  of  civilian  employees  in 
responding  to  Incidents  involving  hazardous  substances  are 
contained  in  29  CFR  Part  1910. 
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without  it,  first  responders  could  not  protect  and  serve  the 
public  in  the  event  of  an  accident.   County  and  state  officials 
in  Oregon,  Arkansas,  Utah,  and  Washington  have  said  that  the  lack 
of  protective  gear  would  hamper  their  response  capabilities. 

We  estimate  that  protective  gear  ensembles,  consisting  of 
clothing  for  skin  protection  and  breathing  devices  for 
respiratory  protection  would  cost  about  $1.6  million  for  the 
first  responders  and  other  persons  (e.g.,  public  works  staff)  who 
need  such  gear  in  the  Immediate  Response  Zone  counties  associated 
with  Tooele,  Pine  Bluff,  and  Umatilla.' 

Adequacy  Of  Local  Emergency 
Medical  Services  Is  Uncertain 

Although  having  adequate  plans  for  providing  medical  response 
will  be  critically  important  in  a  chemical  emergency,  our  review 
indicates  that  adequate  plans  and  resources  may  not  be  available. 
Local  officials  cite  limited  hospital  capability,  inadequate 
resources,  lack  of  guidance  on  and  equipment  for  decontamination 
and  protective  gear,  and  difficulties  enlisting  the  support  of 
neighboring  communities  as  hindering  local  medical  readiness. 


^he  estimated  number  of  first  responders  was  provided  to  us 
by  each  IRZ  county.   The  cost  of  various  types  of  protective  gear 
ensembles  was  provided  by  an  official  in  the  office  of  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  for  Installations,  Logistics,  and 
the  Environment.   We  calculated  the  total  cost  by  taking  a 
middle-range  value  of  protective  gear  cost  and  multiplying  it  by 
the  number  of  first  responders  identified  by  the  counties. 
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Some  CSEPP  communities  have  acknowledged  that  they  do  not  have 
the  capability  to  deal  with  large  numbers  of  casualties  during  a 
chemical  emergency.  For  example,  Tooele  County  officials  have 
stated  that  the  county  has  limited  capability  to  handle  mass 
Injuries  from  a  chemical  accident.   Like  many  CSEPP  counties.  In 
planning  for  their  response  to  a  chemical  emergency,  they  have 
sought  support  from  hospitals  In  a  neighboring  protective  action 
zone  county.   In  Tooele's  case,  persons  Involved  with  several 
neighboring  area  hospitals  have  expressed  concern  that  "allowing 
persons  exposed  to  toxic  agents  into  their  facilities  could 
contaminate  their  facility,  other  patients  and  employees." 

Hospitals,  in  general,  have  neither  decontamination  capabilities 
nor  protective  gear.   Without  protective  clothing,  it  will  be 
impossible  for  medical  personnel  to  render  first  aid  or  to 
deconttuninate  without  possibly  spreading  the  contamination 
further.   Officials  in  Benton  County,  Washington,  and  Salt  Lake 
County,  Utah,  told  us  that  some  hospitals  and  ambulance  companies 
in  their  communities  are  unable  to  be  fully  incorporated  into  the 
CSEPP  progreun  or  to  provide  support  during  emergency  response 
exercises  because  of  the  lack  of  guidance  and  resources  needed  to 
perform  decontamination. 

Some  hospitals  and  other  medical  providers  do  not  have  adequate 
supplies  of  antidote  should  an  accident  of  any  magnitude  occur. 
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For  example,  during  Tooele's  full-scale  exercise,  the  depot's 
supply  of  antidote  was  found  to  be  out  of  date.   In  addition, 
Umatilla  County  officials  have  requested  that  the  CSEPP  program 
fund  and  provide  large  stockpiles  of  antidote  kits  to  local 
hospitals,  nursing  homes,  clinics,  and  ambulance  services. 

The  area  of  medical  services  is  another  Instance  where  CSEPP  has 
not  provided  any  detailed  guidance  on  how  communities  should  go 
about  preparing  to  meet  this  need.   CSEPP  guidance  on  emergency 
medical  services  is  awaiting  completion  of  the  Army's  ongoing 
risk  assessment  study.   Indeed,  since  the  study  began  in  early 
1992,  CSEPP  guidance  on  protective  action  decision  making  and 
response,  emergency  worker  operations,  emergency  medical 
services,  decontamination,  and  re-entry  has  been  delayed. 
Further,  CSEPP  training  courses  for  medical  first  responders  lack 
content  on  decontamination  and  protective  gear  because  this  study 
is  not  completed. 

CSEPP  MANAGEMENT  LACKS  CONTROLS  AND  FOCUS 

We  believe  that  weaknesses  in  CSEPP 's  program  management  have 
contributed  to  delays  in  progrtun  action.  CSEPP 's  fragmented 
program  structure  lacks  adequate  controls  and  a  clear  focus  of 
responsibility.   CSEPP  has  also  met  few  of  its  goals  for  the 
accomplishment  of  large-scale  tasks,  and  does  not  have  adequate 
management  information. 
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CSEPP  Management  Is  Fragmented 

The  basic  CSEPP  program  structure,  established  under  an  Army/FEMA 
Memorandum  of  Understanding,  has  resulted  In  fragmented 
authorities  and  responsibilities.   CSEPP  Is  not  a  standing, 
continuous  organization,  but  Is  Instead  a  collection  of 
committees.   Although  the  Army  Is  ultimately  responsible  for  the 
progreun,  CSEPP 's  Joint  Steering  Committee  and  six  subcommittees 
generally  set  policy  and  manage  activities.   Each  committee  has 
co-chalrs  from  the  Army  and  from  FEMA  and  some  co-chalrs  have 
changed  frequently.   For  example.  In  the  14  months  preceding  May 
1993,  four  of  the  six  subcommittees  had  one  or  more  changes  In 
leadership.   Further,  not  until  the  spring  of  1993  did  all  CSEPP 
co-chalrs  begin  holding  combined  monthly  meetings  as  a  means  of 
promoting  communication  across  committee  boundaries. 

In  addition  to  the  previously  indicated  problems,  the  history  of 
CSEPP 's  automation  also  shows  how  the  fragmented  structure 
heunpers  program  effectiveness.   To  date,  funding  for  CSEPP 's 
automation  efforts  has  totalled  $32  million — approximately  17 
percent  of  CSEPP 's  funding.   In  recent  months,  the  Army  took  over 
leadership  of  CSEPP  automation  activities  in  an  attempt  to 
improve  and  consolidate  their  management.   Until  that  time,  FEMA 
was  CSEPP 's  lead  agency  for  acquiring  automation  to  help  CSEPP 
sites  manage  resources,  communicate,  and  obtain  hazard  and  other 
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status  information  in  a  chemical  emergency.  Development  of 
requirements  for  this  system  began  in  1989.  Moreover,  an  expert 
review  panel  has  pointed  out  technical  flaws  in  the  system's 
atmospheric  diffusion  model  used  to  project  the  path  of  released 
chemical  agent. 

CSEPP  Has  Met  Few  of  the  Goals 
Set  In  Its  Management  Plan 

The  gaps  and  delays  we  have  discussed  so  far  illustrate  the 
program's  failure  to  meet  its  o%m  milestones.  CSEPP 's  Management 
Plan  of  March  1990  set  goals  for  the  accomplishment  of  numerous 
large-scale  tasks.  According  to  the  updated  plan  of  January 
1993,  22  out  of  37  tasks  have  milestones,  and  the  program  has 
completed  four  tasks  on  time.  Another  4  were  late  in  completion, 
10  are  behind  schedule,  and  4  others  are  new  additions  to  the 
plan.  Further,  many  of  the  tasks  in  the  management  plan  address 
management  level  activities  but  do  not  tie  them  to  local 
readiness. 

Program  Information  and  Controls  Are  Weak 

Although  basic  Internal  control  principles  require  such 
documentation,  CSEPP  program  officials  are  hampered  by  a  lack  of 
adequate  information  on  status  of  funds.  FEMA  is  unable  to 
provide  the  Army  full  and  adequate  current  financial  data  on 
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which  to  base  program  management  and  associated  decisions.   For 
exeunple,  a  February  1993  report  by  FEMA's  Inspector  General  found 
that  the  reporting  system  that  FEMA  uses  to  track  CSEPP  funds  Is 
not  accurate,  consistent,  or  timely.   Although  FEMA  has 
administered  70  percent  of  the  allocated  CSEPP  funds — $130 
million  out  of  a  total  of  $187  million — the  agency  Is  not  able 
accurately  to  account  for  how  funds  were  spent.   Instead,  FEMA 
managers  can  only  provide  the  eunounts  originally  designated  for  a 
particular  purpose. 

Although  FEMA  administers  and  disperses  CSEPP  funds  provided  to 
the  states,  FEMA  officials  told  us  that  they  make  no  decisions  In 
the  progreun.   Such  statements  raise  questions  regarding  just  who 
Is  responsible  for  ensuring  that  those  funds  are  spent 
efficiently  and  effectively.   The  Army  asked  FEMA  to  work  with 
states  because  of  FEMA's  expertise  and  existing  funding 
mechanisms,  and  the  Army  relies  on  FEMA  to  administer  all  program 
funds  and  assistance  for  the  states  and  localities.   However, 
FEMA  officials  Insist  that  the  agency  does  not  have 
responsibility  for,  or  control  over,  progreun  activities.   This  Is 
despite  the  fact  that  CSEPP  funds  the  salaries  and  benefits  of  41 
FEMA  personnel  to  oversee  those  activities.   FEMA  officials 
believe  that  once  CSEPP  funds  are  released  to  the  states,  FEMA 
cannot  control  how  CSEPP  funds  are  spent. 
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Contrary  to  FEMA's  position,  FEMA  legally  retains  certain 
oversight  responsibilities  once  CSEPP  funds  have  been  distributed 
to  states  and  counties.   CSEPP  funds  fall  under  the  provisions 
outlined  in  44  CFR  (Code  of  Federal  Regulations),  including 
FEMA's  implementation  of  the  Single  Audit  Act  of  1984,  31  USC 
Section  7501.'  As  such,  these  reporting  and  accounting 
requirements  are  binding  on  FEMA  and  on  FEMA's  grantees. 

SUGGESTED  AGENCY  ACTION 

We  are  currently  completing  our  field  work  on  the  CSEPP  program, 
and  in  the  fall,  we  plan  to  release  a  final  report  to  you 
containing  our  recommendations  on  these  issues.   However,  based 
on  our  work  to  date,  we  believe  that  there  are  actions  the  Army 
can  initiate  now  to  address  the  problems  we  have  outlined  today 
by  restructuring  CSEPP.   Specifically: 

Establish  a  management  structure,  with  a  single  accountable 
focal  point,  within  the  Department  of  the  Army  to  implement 
the  program  and  coordinate  and  draw  on  the  expertise  of 
FEMA,  and  other  organizations,  as  needed. 
Reevaluate  FEMA's  role  in  the  program  and,  if  necessary, 
renegotiate  the  memorandum  of  understanding  to  clearly 


^Specifically,  CSEPP  funds  are  covered  by  the  Uniform 
Administrative  Requirements  for  Grants  and  Cooperative  Agreements 
to  State  and  Local  Governments,  44  CFR,  chapter  1,  part  13  and  by 
the  Administration  of  Grants,  44  CFR,  chapter  1,  part  14. 
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delineate  FEMA's  responsibility. 

Establish  target  dates  to  provide  critical  guidance  and 

equipment  necessary  to  prepare  local  communities  to  respond 

to  a  chemical  emergency. 

Establish  strict  controls  over  the  accountability  of  program 

funds . 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  prepared  remarks  and  I  would  be 
glad  to  respond  to  any  questions  you  or  other  members  of  the 
subcommittee  might  have. 
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Mr.  Synar.  The  Chair  recognizes  himself  for  5  minutes.  The  bot- 
tom line  here,  Mr.  Warren,  is  this:  If  a  serious  accident  occurred 
tomorrow  involving  a  chemical  agent,  none  of  the  communities  that 
presently  surroimd  these  eight  depots  would  have  the  capability  to 
respond  to  this  emergency? 

Mr.  Warren.  That  would  be  the  case  in  terms  of  having  the  ba- 
sics that  are  needed  such  as  sirens  to  alert  people. 

Mr.  Synar.  What  was  the  situation  prior  to  1988? 

Mr.  Warren.  We  understand  from  the  Army  that  these  commu- 
nities had  minimal  capabilities,  so  they  were  starting  from  a  very 
low  base,  so  to  speak. 

Mr.  Synar.  Let's  look  at  the  way  you  broke  this  down.  In  the 
first  few  minutes  of  an  emergency,  you  noted  in  your  testimony 
that  a  good  preparedness  program  has  four  basic  elements:  One, 
alert  notification;  two,  protection  actions;  three,  protective  gear; 
and  four,  medical  response  capability. 

Let's  look  at  one  of  those.  How  many  of  the  communities  in  ques- 
tion have  sirens  or  tone  alert  radios? 

Mr.  Warren.  None  of  the  communities  has  those  devices. 

Mr.  Synar.  What  is  the  timeframe  for  getting  that  equipment  to 
those  communities,  Mr.  Warren. 

Mr.  Warren.  We  understand  that  Tooele  and  Pine  Bluff  will 
have  the  sirens  in  place  by  the  end  of  1993.  We  don't  have  mile- 
stone data  for  the  other  communities. 

Mr.  Synar.  When  did  the  CSEP  program  have  those  targeted  to 
be  in  place? 

Mr.  Warren.  Initially,  that  was  supposed  to  be  done  in  October 
1992. 

Mr.  Synar,  Almost  1  year  ago. 

Mr.  Warren.  Yes,  sir.  That  would  have  been  for  all  communities, 
as  we  understand  it. 

Mr.  Synar.  How  will  communities  conduct  alert  notification  ac- 
tivities if  they  don't  have  the  sirens  or  the  alert  radios? 

Mr.  Warren.  Obviously,  they  have  to  use  the  means  they  have 
that  are  available.  In  some  cases,  that  might  mean  sending  out  a 
squad  car  and  using  a  loudspeaker.  It  might  mean  going  door-to- 
door  knocking.  It  might  mean  using  an  emergency  broadcast  sys- 
tem. It  depends  on  what  they  have  there. 

Those  are  some  of  the  examples  of  things  that  were  given  to  us 
by  local  officials. 

Mr,  Synar,  Why  has  it  taken  so  long  to  get  this  equipment  in- 
stalled? 

Mr,  Warren,  Part  of  it  has  been  disputes  between  FEMA  and 
the  counties  over  the  number  of  sirens  that  should  be  procured,  the 
location  of  the  sirens,  the  definition  of  the  immediate  response 
zones.  That  is  the  area  that  would  be  most  immediately  affected, 
closest  to  the  storage  sites.  So,  that  has  been  one  issue. 

In  the  case  of  the  radios,  we  were  given  information  from  the 
local  communities  that  the  specifications  were  such  that  the  radios 
were  not  available  from  domestic  manufacturers.  One  example  they 
provided  was  the  requirement  for  a  7-year  battery  in  the  radio. 

So  it  was  those  types  of  things  that  seemed  to  be  hanging  up  the 
program. 
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Mr.  Synar,  Another  thing  the  report  mentioned  was  that  emer- 
gency planners,  if  something  was  to  happen,  had  to  make  a  very 
quick  decision  on  whether  or  not  to  evacuate  all  the  residents  in 
the  immediate  area  to  a  shelter  in  place  type  of  program.  I  g^ess 
the  natural  question  is,  why  wouldn't  you  evacuate  everybody? 

Mr.  Warren.  That  would  be  the  optimum  if  we  were  dealing 
with  something  like  Hurricane  Andrew  and  we  had  sufficient  noti- 
fication. But  in  the  case  of  one  of  these  types  of  emergencies,  the 
warning  time  would  be  very  minimal. 

In  some  cases,  the  residences  and  in  some  cases,  schools  are  very 
close  to  these  storage  sites.  So  we  are  really  talking  about  a  matter 
of  minutes  in  some  cases  to  move  the  people,  so  to  spe£ik,  or  to  de- 
cide to  shelter  in  place. 

Those  are  some  of  the  things  that  have  been  played  out  in  the 
exercises  we  have  mentioned.  We  have  noted  in  some  of  the  exer- 
cises that  the  decision  of  local  officials  was,  in  fact,  to  decide  to 
shelter  in  place. 

Mr.  Synar.  How  many  of  the  communities  have  shelter  in  place 
capabilities? 

Mr.  Warren.  For  the  nine  communities  we  visited,  none  of  them 
had  enhsinced  capabilities.  Those  could  range  from  very  Tudi- 
mentary,  so  to  speak,  using  tape  and  stripping  to  help  to  seal  the 
building,  to  pressurizing  the  building  such  as  at  a  school. 

Mr.  Synar.  If  it  is  so  simple,  why  has  not  CSEPP  offered  guide- 
lines to  the  communities  on  these  shelter  in  place  procedures? 

Mr.  Warren.  There  is  an  agent  deposition  study  that  is  still 
pending.  That  is  an  area  where  the  Army  wants  to  wait  until  they 
find  out  what  the  risk  is.  So  that  risk  study,  so  to  speak,  is  holding 
up  ultimate  guidance  in  that  area. 

Mr.  Synar.  Let's  go  to  another  critical  component  as  you  out- 
lined. How  many  of  the  communities  have  the  protective  clothing 
and  respiratory  masks  that  are  needed? 

Mr.  Warren.  None  of  the  communities  have  been  provided  pro- 
tective clothing  from  CSEPP  funding. 

Mr.  Synar.  Not  the  police,  the  fire  fighters,  or  the  medical  per- 
sonnel? 

Mr.  Warren.  Not  from  CSEPP  funding,  no,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  I  understand  the  Army  personnel  are  equipped  with 
protective  clothing.  Why  can't  the  communities 

Mr.  Warren.  The  Army  attempted  to  do  that  initially,  however 
in  their  discussions  with  OSHA,  the  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health  Administration,  they  said  that  Army  equipment  could  not 
be  used  so  they  had  to  go  to  equipment  that  would  be  suitable  for 
civilians. 

CSEPP  is  in  the  process  of  working  with  the  contractor  to  de- 
velop that  type  of  equipment. 

Mr.  Synar.  When  are  those  standards  going  to  be  ready  for  the 
protective  clothing? 

Mr.  Warren.  I  am  sorry.  I  was  speaking  to  the  respirators.  The 
respirators  will  be  in  in  December  of  this  year,  as  I  understand. 
Protective  clothing  is  waiting  as  well  on  the  risk  study,  because  the 
risk  study  will  define  the  amount  of  agent  in  a  liquid  form  that 
might  get  out  into  the  community,  and  Uierefore  help  to  define  the 
amount  of  protective  clothing  that  you  would  need. 
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That  study,  we  understand,  is  to  be  completed  in  October  1993. 
So  at  some  point  beyond  that,  the  decision  will  be  made  on  protec- 
tive clothing.  But  I  don't  believe  there  is  a  specific  milestone. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Hastert. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Just  a  little  clarification.  Tooele,  UT;  is  that  it? 

Mr.  Warren.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Hastert.  How  big  a  town  is  that? 

Mr.  Warren.  That  is  a  small  town.  If  you  look  in  our  prepared 
statement,  sir 

Mr.  Hastert.  Please,  just  tell  me  how  big  a  town. 

Ms.  MacFarlane.  About  maybe  20,000  people  at  the  most. 

Mr.  Hastert.  How  far  is  the  facility  from  the  town? 

Ms.  MacFarlane.  The  facility  itself  is  probably  about  15  miles 
south  of  the  town.  But  there  are  towns  other  than  Tooele  that  are 
quite  close,  that  are  within,  say,  a  10-mile  radius. 

Mr.  Hastert.  How  close  is  the  facility  to  Pine  Bluff,  AR? 

Ms.  MacFarlane.  At  Pine  Bluff,  there  are  people  within  six- 
tenths  of  a  mile  of  the  storage  facility. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Residences,  houses? 

Ms,  MacFarlane.  Yes,  people  are  living  there  and  there  is  a 
school  very  close  by  also. 

Mr.  Hastert.  How  about  the  facility  in  Oregon?  How  big  a  town 
is  that? 

Ms.  MacFarlane.  Umatilla  has  a  more  dispersed  population,  but 
there  are  4,000  people  within  6  miles  of  the  storage  facility;  there 
are  also  schools  within  about  3  miles. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Pueblo,  we  know  is  a  big  city.  How  far  is  the  facil- 
ity from  Pueblo? 

Ms.  MacFarlane.  Pueblo  is  farther  from  the  depot,  but  there  are 
facilities  and  ranches  very  close  by.  Within  less  tnan  1  mile  there 
is  a  ranch.  Within  a  few  miles  there  are  additional  ranches,  small 
towns,  and  a  Department  of  Transportation  test  site. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Facility,  depot,  wnat?  You  said  the  Department  of 
Transportation  has  what  type  of  facility? 

Ms.  MacFarlane.  It  has  a  test  site,  I  would  say,  within  7  miles 
of  the  storage  facility. 

Mr.  Hastert.  In  a  day  that  there  was  a  mustard  gas  leakage  and 
you  were  downwind  of  this  thing,  how  long  would  it  take,  obviously 
it  depends  on  how  fast  the  wind  is  blowing,  but  how  long  would  it 
take  to  reach  you.  What  is  the  dispersion  proximity? 

Ms.  MacFarlane.  The  agent  generally  moves  with  the  ambient 
air.  So  it  generally  will  travel,  if  the  air  is  moving  slowly,  it  will 
generally  travel  with  it.  If  it  were  a  3  mile  an  hour  wind,  you 
would  have  the  agent  moving  3  miles  per  hour. 

So  those  people  living  half  a  mile  away  would  only  have  a  few 
minutes  to  respond.  If  mere  is  a  very  high  wind,  of  course,  it  will 
start  to  disperse  the  agent. 

Mr.  Warren.  A  higher  wind  would  actually  aid  the  emergency, 
so  to  speak.  It  mixes  it  up. 

Mr.  Hastert.  What  I  am  asking  is  how  quick  is  the  dispersion 
of  this  stuff?  Is  it  effective  at  2  miles,  10  miles,  100  miles? 

Ms.  MacFarlane.  It  depends  very  much  on  atmospheric  condi- 
tions. The  IRZs  are  established  to  be  6  miles. 

Mr.  Hastert.  What  is  the  worst  case  scenario? 
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Ms.  MacFarlane.  Worst  case  scenario?  I  think  that  would  be 
better  directed  to  the  Army  which  is  studying  it  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Warren.  At  a  lower  wind  speed,  obviously  a  large  emission 
of  agent  could  just  drift  for  a  long  period  of  time.  Again,  the  imme- 
diate response  zones  that  they  have  established  generally  go  with 
the  terrain  and  the  individual  sites.  In  one  of  our  appendixes  to  the 
testimony,  we  note  the  actual  population  around  each  of  these  sites 
that  were  within  that  6.2  miles. 

Mr.  S^WAR.  That  chart  is  in  the  back  of  your  testimony,  I  might 
add. 

Mr.  V/arren.  Yes  on  page  22,  sir.  For  example,  Aberdeen,  MD; 
within  that  6.2  mile  radius  you  would  have  44,000  people. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Are  you  saying  a  6  mile  radius  is  the  danger  ra- 
dius? 

Mr.  Warren.  Yes,  sir.  This  gets  technical,  but  because  of  the  di- 
rection in  which  the  plume  inight  go,  that  would  mean  that  the  en- 
tire population  within  the  radius  would  not  be  in  danger.  It  would 
'be  only  in  that  portion. 

Mr.  Hastert.  I  understand. 

Mr.  Warren.  The  point  is  that  in  some  areas  the  population  is 
very  high.  You  started  out  with  Tooele.  In  a  6.2  mile  radius  there, 
there  are  only  101  people.  That  gives  you  a  range. 

Mr.  Hastert.  The  point  of  my  questioning  is  that  there  are  dif- 
ferent ranges  of  danger  for  different  communities  and  different  re- 
sponses expected  from  different  communities.  Somebody  who  hap- 
pens to  be  14  miles  away  is  not  in  the  same  immediate  danger  as 
is  somebody  who  is  3  miles  away. 

Mr.  Warren.  Absolutely.  That  is  recognized  in  the  CSEPP  plan- 
ning and  guidance.  That  is  why  they  have  established  these  zones, 
what  they  call  the  immediate  response  zone.  Those  that  are  further 
out  in  what  they  call  a  protective  action  zone  are  at  much  less  risk. 

When  we  are  talking  about  evacuation,  the  people  in  the  outer 
zone  probably  could  be  evacuated.  That  would  be  the  hope.  But  the 
people  in  the  immediate  response  zone  are  the  ones  who  are  more 
vulnerable  and  you  would  have  more  sheltering  in  place. 

Mr.  Hastert.  When  you  talked  about,  I  think  it  was  Pueblo,  CO, 
where  there  is  a  ranch  within  1  mile  of  this,  did  you  interview 
those  people  or  talk  to  these  folks  at  that  time  at  all? 

Ms.  MacFarlane.  We  did  not  talk  to  them,  no.  But  I  did  observe 
an  exercise  there  and  I  know  that  the  depot  notifies  those  people 
first  when  they  find  there  is  a  release. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Do  they  know  what  they  are  living  next  to?  What 
is  the  anxiety  level  of  these  people? 

Ms.  MacFarlane.  Yes. 

Mr.  Warren.  They  are  aware.  I  think  the  Army  has  done  a  good 
job  of  informing  the  public,  so  to  speak,  of  the  material  on  the  base. 
I  think  that  is  well  understood. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Do  those  people  know  the  danger  at  the  base? 

Mr.  Warren.  I  cannot  say  definitely,  however,  I  would  assume 
yes.  There  has  been  a  lot  of  information  that  has  been  put  out.  If 
they  are  reading  the  local  paper,  I  would  think  they  would  have 
that. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Sanders  for  5  minutes. 
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Mr.  Sanders.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  do  not  claim  a  great  deal  of  knowledge  on  this  issue  which  is 
why  I  am  delighted  to  be  here  today. 

I  do  know  that  in  this  country  we  have  a  $4  trillion  national 
debt.  We  have  2  million  people  who  are  homeless.  We  have  5  mil- 
lion children  who  are  hungry.  We  have  a  health  care  system  that 
is  not  providing  care  for  millions  of  people. 

Therefore,  I,  as  I  am  sure  every  member  of  this  panel,  and  every 
Member  of  the  Congress,  is  terribly  concerned  about  how  we  spend 
Federal  money.  Therefore,  I  become  a  little  bit  disturbed  when  I 
read  on  page  2  of  your  prepared  statement: 

Even  though  CSEPP  has  used  $187  million  in  funding,  the  program  has  made  lit- 
tle progress  in  achieving  its  main  objective  of  helping  communities  prepare  for 
emergency  involving  chemical  agent  release. 

Then  you  read  at  the  bottom  of  page  4,  you  write: 

According  to  a  recent  preliminaiy  Army  estimate,  the  CSEFP  program  will  cost 
approximately  $696  million  through  2003,  the  anticii)ated  time  when  all  unitary 
cnemical  weapons  wiU  have  been  destroyed.  This  is  an  increase  of  $582  million  from 
the  Army's  original  1988  estimate  of  the  $114  million. 

My  questions  are  two:  One,  what  have  they  done  with  the 
money?  Where  I  come  from,  $187  million  is  about  25  percent  of  the 
budget  of  the  State  of  Vermont  for  a  year.  That  is  a  lot  of  money. 

Wnat  have  they  done  with  that  money  and  how  should  we  have 
any  faith  in  the  future  financial  management  of  this  program  when 
they  have  raised  their  estimates  of  costs  by  600  percent?  That 
seems  to  be  pretty  far  off  the  mark. 

Mr.  Warren.  For  your  first  question,  about  $97  million  has  gone 
to  the  States;  $33  million  has  gone  to  FEMA  and  $57  million  to  the 
Army. 

As  we  said,  we  had  difficulty,  along  with  the  IG,  in  terms  of  get- 
ting exact  information  on  expenditures  at  the  State  level.  But  they 
have  gone  for  things  like  the  automation  system.  There  are  a  sub- 
stantial number  of  personnel  involved  in  the  program,  as  many  as 
209,  and  that  is  a  low  side  estimate. 

We  don't  have  the  exact  number  because  we  don't  have  all  the 
Army  figures. 

In  addition  to  that,  emergency  response  centers  have  been  built. 
About  $9  million,  we  understand,  has  been  allocated  for  that.  So 
those  are  examples  of  some  of  the  things  that  the  money  has  been 
used  for. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  this  is,  as  you  started  out,  quite  a 
technical  and  complex  program.  There  have  been  a  number  of  stud- 
ies that  have  been  required  and  there  has  been  some  contracting 
in  that  area. 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  am  hearing  you  say  a  lot  of  money  has  been 
spent.  But  what  I  think  we  are  also  hearing  is  the  results — ^it  is 
not  too  difficult  to  spend  money.  The  trick  is  to  spend  money  in  a 
way  that  gets  you  tne  desired  result.  I  am  hearing  that  we  have 
spent  money  but  we  have  not  got  the  desired  result. 

Let  me  ask  you  the  second  part  of  the  question.  Am  I  correct  in 
understanding  that  their  estimates  as  to  what  the  total  cost  of  the 
project  will  be  were  underestimated,  it  turns  out  to  be  6  times 
more  than  what  they  originally  thought?  That  is  pretty  far  off  the 
mark. 
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Mr,  Warren.  Yes.  The  Army  can  probably  speak  better  than  I, 
but  I  think  it  was  underestimating  the  complexity  of  the  program. 
The  second  thing  is  that  the  chemical  production  program  nas  been 
stretched  out.  I  think  the  original  date  for  destruction  of  all  the 
weapons  was  1994. 

That  has  been  changed  a  number  of  times  and  Congress  has  al- 
lowed them  more  time  to  do  this. 

There  are  a  lot  of  discussions  about  the  technology  that  should 
be  used  to  do  it  and  how  it  should  be  done.  Those  things  are  being 
studied  right  now.  So  the  stretch  out  of  the  program  has  in  fact 
contributed  to  that  increase  in  the  budget. 

Certainly  how  future  funds  are  going  to  be  spent  once  the  basics 
are  in  place  is  something  that  needs  to  be  looked  at. 

So  I  think  that  is  as  far  as  I  can  go  on  that. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Mica. 

Mr.  Mica.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Warren,  I  heard  one  of  my  colleagues  talk  about  the  effects 
of  these  gases  or  chemicals  spreading  into  populated  areas  and  how 
long  it  would  take.  As  I  understand  in  reading  this,  that  the  likeli- 
hood of  that  happening  would  only  be  with  some  type  of  an  act  of 
God  or  say  an  airplane  or  something  crashed  directly  into  one  of 
these  sites;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Warren.  Yes,  sir.  The  likelihood  is  very  low. 

Mr.  Mica.  We  have  already  spent  $187  million  on  the  program. 
The  total  cost  will  be  $680  million,  two-thirds  of  $1  billion  to  take 
care  of  an  eventuality  which  is  remote  as  anything. 

Aren't  we  flying  nuclear  weapons?  Don't  we  have  nuclear  weap- 
ons stored  around  the  country?  Every  time  you  go  down  the  street, 
you  have  gas  tanks  and  all  kinds  of  hazardous  materials  that  blow 
up  people. 

We  had  an  incident  in  Florida  where  a  gas  pipeline  blew  up  and 
crystallized  acres  of  the  area.  Has  anyone  ever  been  killed  as  a  re- 
sult of  any  domestic  incidents  at  these  sites? 

Mr.  Warren.  Not  to  my  knowledge. 

Mr.  Mica.  So  we  are  building  a  warning  system  for  three  quar- 
ters of  $1  billion  that  really  won't  help  under  all  circumstances;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  Warren.  No.  I  think  once  the  Army's  full  program  is  in 
place,  it  would  in  fact  help  if  there  were  an  accident. 

Mr.  Mica.  I  understand  that  this  is  all  being  designed  to  destroy 
these  weapons  at  site  or  these  chemicals  at  site? 

Mr.  Warren.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Mica.  Don't  you  think  these  people  are  going  to  go  crazy  to 
find  out  that  you  are  going  to  be  destroying  mustard  gas  and  nerve 
gas?  That  is  never  going  to  happen. 

Mr.  Warren.  You  are  absolutely  correct.  That  has  been  an  area 
of  controversy.  The  Army  has  had  difficulty  in  obtaining  permits 
for  incineration. 

Mr.  Mica,  It  looks  like  one  of  the  most  dangerous  scenarios  that 
I  read  in  here  is  you  have  the  weapons  still  attached  to  the  gas 
canisters  or  whatever  the  chemicals  are  in;  is  that  correct?  Is  any- 
thing being  done  to  separate  those? 

Mr.  Warren.  I  believe  that  the  feeling  is  that  it  is  safer. 
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Mr.  Mica.  To  leave  them  together? 

Mr.  Warren.  Yes,  sir.  I  believe  that  is  the  case. 

Mr.  Henderson.  I  believe  the  Army  is  making  some  effort  to  sep- 
arate some  of  the  propellant  from  the  chemical  agent. 

Mr.  Mica.  That  would  concern  me.  If  you  have  live  ammunition 
or  ammunition  and  chemical  weapons  together,  that  is  a  concern. 

How  much  is  it  going  to  cost?  This  is  three  quarters  of  $1  billion 
to  build  something  that  won't  work  and  cover  all  instances.  What 
is  the  guesstimate  for  building  the  destruction  capabilitv? 

Mr.  Warren.  I  believe  the  destruction  program  total  cost  figure 
right  now  is  at  $8  billion. 

Mr.  Henderson.  Eight  plus. 

Mr.  Synar.  Will  you  yield  on  that  point?  What  was  the  initial 
cost? 

Mr.  Henderson.  I  believe  the  initial  estimate  was  $1.7  billion. 

Mr.  Synar.  Now  we  are  estimating  it  as  what? 

Mr.  Henderson.  I  believe  it  is  $8.2  bilHon. 

Mr.  Mica.  The  other  thing  I  read  in  some  of  this  background  is 
it  looks  like  you  are  spending  time  chasing  government  regulation 
trails.  One  agency  is  saying,  EPA  is  saying  that  there  is  this  regu- 
lation, there  are  State  regulations,  and  there  are  other  Federal  reg- 
ulations, and  we  are  getting  absolutely  nowhere  because  it  is  sort 
of  like  trying  to  be  in  business  today.  Everywhere  you  turn,  you 
have  some  regulation.  I  guess  you  all  are  finding  that. 

Is  that  what  you  found  here,  that  $187  million 

Mr.  Warren.  There  are  clearly  a  number  of  players  involved  in 
various  regulations  and  coordination  that  occurs.  I  think  we  fo- 
cused in  in  terms  of  opportunity  for  improvements  or  the  sugges- 
tions we  would  make. 

We  are  concerned  that  maybe  this  committee  structure  is  not  the 
best  way  to  bring  to  resolution  those  difficult  kinds  of  issues. 

Decisionmaking  through  consensus  building  in  this  kind  of  mo- 
rass doesn't  seem  to  be  working  that  well. 

Mr.  Mica.  A  final  question,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may. 

I  have  not  seen  a  breakout  of  exactly  how  that  money  is  spent 
within  the  entities.  You  said  $80  million  went  to  States  aild  so 
much  went  to  the  Army  and  X  amount — do  we  have  a  breakout  of 
how  that  has  been  spent  within  those  categories? 

Mr.  Warren.  No,  we  don't.  That  is  one  of  the  areas  we  were  at- 
tempting to  look  into. 

Mr.  Mica.  We  are  spending  $187  million  and  don't  have  a  detail. 
I  asked  a  staffer  this  yesteraay.  They  don't  know.  You  don't  know, 
and  you  conducted  the  study. 

Mr.  Warren.  To  be  precise,  we  have  some  indications  of  where 
the  money  was  allocated,  but  particularly  with  the  States,  we  don't 
have  assurance  or  the  ability  to  come  to  you  and  say  this  money 
was  not  only  allocated  for  the  CSEPP,  and  we  know  X  number  of 
dollars  were  expended. 

That  is  the  type  of  information  we  don't  have,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Warren,  the  reason  you  don't  have  it  is  that 
FEMA  doesn't  have  it,  do  they? 

Mr.  Warren.  That  is  our  understanding.  We  have  asked. 

Mr.  Synar.  Let's  review  this.  I  think  tnis  is  very  important.  We 
are  looking  at  a  destruction  program  that  was  originally  to  cost 
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$1.7  billion.  Now,  it  is  going  to  cost  $8  billion.  We  now  have  an 
emergency  preparedness  program  that  was  supposed  to  cost  totally 
$114  million. 

Already  $187  million  has  been  spent  and  we  are  now  estimating 
it  to  be  $696  million.  It  was  supposed  to  be  comnleted  by  1994. 
Now  we  have  a  date  of  2003.  This  program  looks  like  it  is  out  of 
control,  doesn't  it? 

Mr.  Warren.  There  are  many  difficulties  in  the  program,  but. 
yes,  certainly  many,  many  milestones  have  slipped.  That  has  kina 
of  been  a  constant  theme  in  the  work  that  we  have  done  in  this 
program. 

I  think  particularly  when  you  get  into  the  construction  of  the  de- 
struction sites,  there  have  been  many  roadblocks  with  regard  to  the 
States.  We  don't  want  this  facility  built  here. 

Mr.  Synar.  That  is  the  most  expensive  roadblock  ever  built  in 
the  history  of  our  country — $6  billion. 

Mrs.  Maloney. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  I  would  like  to  be  associated  with  the  comments 
of  some  of  my  colleagues.  Given  the  pressing  problems  in  this  coun- 
try in  homelessness  and  health  care,  to  have  spent  $187  million, 
and  by  your  own  words,  accomplished  little  if  anything  and  you 
don't  nave  any  records,  if  an  American  business  ran  like  this,  not 
even  knowing  where  the  money  is  going — I  really  am  appalled. 

I  am  extremely  disturbed,  and  I  would  like  to  know  how  much 
did  you  spend  on  these  studies  you  mentioned? 

Mr.  Warren.  I  am  not  sure  that  we  have  precise  figfures  on  the 
studies. 

Ms.  MacFarlane.  No,  we  don't.  We  do  know  that  1  year  ago 
Federal  contractors  such  as  Argonne  and  Oak  Ridge  National  Lab- 
oratory had  gotten,  say,  10  percent  of  program  funding  for  studies. 
This  proportion  has  decreased  over  the  last  year  or  so  as  localities 
have  increasingly  received  funds  and  the  studies  have  been  com- 
pleted. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Could  you  get  us  a  listing  of  the  studies  and  the 
contractors  who  received  them  and  the  consultants?  Could  you  get 
the  committee  that  listing? 

Mr.  Warren.  We  have  not  completed  our  work  and  we  can  in- 
clude that  as  we  wrap  our  work  up  if  you  would  like  us  to. 

Mr.  Synar.  We  will  look  forward  to  receiving  GAO's  final  report. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Likewise,  you  mentioned  you  gave  $80  million  to 
States,  yet  you  could  not  get  information  from  the  States  on  how 
that  money  was  spent?  This  was  Federal  money,  why  couldn't  we 
get  cooperation  from  the  States  on  how  the  money  was  spent? 

Mr.  Warren.  It  is  not  necessarily  cooperation,  but  accurate  re- 
porting is  what  we  were  looking  for. 

Mr.  Synar.  Carolyn,  these  are  the  people  from  GAO.  FEMA  is 
the  one  you  need  to  ask  this.  They  are  the  ones  who  reviewed 
FEMA. 

Mr.  Warren.  We  asked  the  question  of  the  FEMA  officials  at  the 
headquarters  for  the  State  and  were  told  that  they  did  not  have  it. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Is  FEMA  here? 

Mr.  Synar.  They  are  coming  up.  They  are  the  third  panel. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Likewise,  you  mentioned  in  your  testimony  that 
one  of  the  reasons  you  were  not  able  to  go  forward  with  the  pro- 
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gram  was  that  there  was  a  contract  requirement  for  a  7-year  bat- 
tery. 

Why  was  there  a  requirement  for  a  7-year  battery?  According  to 
your  report  they  are  not  even  manufactured  in  the  United  States 
of  America. 

Mr.  Warren.  Again,  this  was  a  CSEP  program  requirement  and 
this  was  an  example  that  local  officials  provided  to  us  during  the 
audit  of  things  that  were  holding  up  their  ability  to  get 

Mrs.  Maloney.  That  is  a  ridiculous  requirement.  Why  wasn't 
that  changed?  I  mean  even  in  smoke  alarms  and  other  alarms  they 
have  mechanisms  to  warn  people  to  put  in  a  new  battery. 

That  almost  soimds  like  a  speci^cation  designed  for  failure,  I 
think. 

Mr.  Warren.  My  understanding  was  that  the  original  thought  on 
that  was  to  design  a  piece  of  equipment  that  would  last  for  the  du- 
ration of  the  program  so  that  you  would  not  have  to  interfere  with 
it  again. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  But  if  it  is  not  manufactured,  what  do  you  do? 
Do  you  have  to  get  a  contractor  to  manufacture  a  part  for  your  pro- 
gram that  has  not  done  anything  after  $187  million? 

With  specifications  like  that,  you  can  see  why  they  have  not  done 
anything. 

Another  specification  you  mentioned:  You  were  talking  about 
protective  garments.  You  said  the  Army  had  protective  garments 
but  you  could  not  get  a  release  to  use  that  with  civilians.  Why  not? 
Why  do  we  have  to  have  additional  protective  garments  when  the 
Army  already  has  them?  Wouldn't  that  make  sense? 

Mr.  Warren.  It  certainlv  does.  Again,  what  we  were  told  was 
OSHA  had  concerns  that  the  masks  that  are  used  by  the  military 
would  not  be  compatible  with  the  civilian  population. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  That  soimds  ridiculous  to  me. 

Mr.  Warren.  That  is  the  case. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Getting  back  to  the  batteries.  Did  they  buy  any 
batteries?  Where  are  they  getting  them? 

Mr.  Warren.  Beyond  the  information  that  we  received  that  this 
was  a  problem,  I  don't  have  any  further  information.  FEMA  or  the 
Army  representatives  may  have  more  information. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  In  your  job  with  GAO,  is  there  a  specific  way 
someone  implementing  a  program  can  complain  when  a  specifica- 
tion seems  absolutely  ridiculous,  as  this  7-year  battery  does? 

Mr.  Warren.  Yes.  There  is  always  an  opportunity  to  raise  issues 
within  programs.  It  would  be  within  each  progjram  as  to  how  that 
would  occur.  The  opportunities  are  there. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  That  reminds  me  of  this  contract  once  in  city 
government  that  blew  into  a  major  scandal.  Part  of  the  specifica- 
tions was  that  all  the  cranes  had  to  be  blue.  We  called  it  the  blue 
crane  contract.  Of  course,  there  was  one  contractor  who  had  the 
blue  cranes.  Anyone  else  who  wanted  to  compete  would  have  to 
paint  their  cranes.  If  their  cranes  were  red,  they  had  to  paint  them 
blue  and  it  would  be  a  cost  of  like  $400,000. 

This  7-year  battery  sounds  like  a  blue  crane  requirement,  totally 
ridiculous  and  maybe  designed  to  certainly  not  benefit  the  program 
or  benefit  the  American  taxpayer.  I  don't  know  who  it  benefits. 
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I  thank  the  chairman  for  calHng  this  hearing  and  raising  atten- 
tion on  $187  milHon  that  has  been  misspent  and  a  projected  $690 
milHon  down  the  road,  it  seems  to  me,  oi  being  misspent.  The  resi- 
dents are  not  being  protected  anymore.  The  weapons  are  not  being 
destroyed. 

All  we  have  is  a  growing  deficit  and  a  growing  program  that  ap- 
pears to  be  nothing  Dut  a  major  boondoggle. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Synar.  Thank  you,  Mrs.  Maloney. 

Mr.  Warren,  let  me  see  if  I  can  work  through  some  of  this  per- 
sonnel stuff.  There  are  36  counties  and  10  States  that  are  affected 
by  this  program  and  the  money  goes  from  the  Army  to  FEMA 
headquarters,  from  FEMA  headquarters  to  the  FEMA  regional  of- 
fices, and  then  the  regional  offices  to  the  States  and  counties?  Is 
that  right? 

Mr.  Warren.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  How  many  personnel  are  flmded  by  the  program  and 
where  ai .  these  personnel  located? 

Mr.  Warren.  We  don't  have  full  information  on  this,  but  FEMA 
has  41  full-time  employees,  20  at  FEMA  headquarters,  21  in  FEMA 
regions.  The  States  have  71  employees.  The  counties  89  for  a  total 
of  209.  The  Army  has  at  least  one  person  at  each  storage  site. 

We  don't  have  figures  at  this  time  on  the  overall  numbers  for  the 
Army  at  the  headquarters  level. 

Mr.  Synar.  Those  numbers  you  just  stated  work  out  to  be  about 
seven  to  eight  people  per  State  and  one  to  two  people  per  coimty; 
correct? 

Mr.  Warren.  I  believe  that  would  be  correct. 

Mr.  Synar.  That  sounds  like  they  are  very  top  heavy  at  the  top 
and  very  personnel  short  at  the  bottom  where  the  real  emergency 
is  going  to  be. 

Mr.  Warren.  The  numbers  do  give  cause  for  concern.  That  is  one 
reason  that  we  are,  in  our  recommendations  this  morning,  suggest- 
ing that  the  Army  take  a  close  look  at  the  entire  program,  perhaps 
reestablish  accountability  within  the  Army  and  also  take  a  look  at 
FEMA's  role,  to  kind  of  do  a  top  to  bottom  scrub  of  that 

Mr.  Synar.  Are  any  of  the  States  using  the  money  they  are  get- 
ting to  augment  any  other  State  regulatonr  programs? 

Mr.  Warren.  We  did  not  find  any  evidence  to  that  effect.  How- 
ever, given  the  problems  in  the  internal  controls  area  over  funds, 
the  opportunity  for  that  environment  is  certainly  there.  It  raises 
concern  for  us. 

Mr,  Synar.  You  talked  about  41  FEMA  employees,  20  in  head- 
quarters and  21  in  the  regional  office,  that  is  a  lot  of  people  for  so 
little  progress;  isn't  it? 

Mr.  Warren.  Certainly  with  that  number  of  people  we  would  like 
to  see  more  progress. 

Mr.  Synar.  Let's  look  at  the  distribution  among  States  and  coun- 
ties. Do  certain  States  get  more  Federal  positions  than  others? 

Mr.  Warren.  Yes,  there  is  a  disparity  so  to  speak.  There  is  not 
a  consistent  number  as  you  look  at  the  numbers.  For  example,  Ala- 
bama has  13  State  employees,  25  county  for  a  total  of  38.  Illinois 
has  three  State  employees  and  two  county  employees  for  a  total  of 
five. 
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Arkansas  has  12  State  employees,  15  county  employees  for  a 
total  of  27. 

Mr.  Synar.  Alabama  has  28  percent  of  the  employees,  but  they 
only  have  about  7  percent  of  the  stockpile. 

Mr.  Warren.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Synar.  Oregon  has  12  percent  of  the  stockpile,  but  they  have 
much  less  personnel;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Warren.  Yes,  that  is  correct,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  Your  statement  notes  that  a  lot  of  emphasis  has  been 
placed  on  the  State  and  local  automation  efforts.  The  program 
funded  $32  million  for  automation  so  far. 

Can  you  describe  what  kind  of  activities  that  are  involved  in  the 
State  and  local  levels? 

Mr.  Warren.  They  are  putting  in  an  interim  system  to  help 
manage  the  emergency,  so  to  speak.  It  would  provide  information 
such  as  street  maps,  where  emergency  responders  are  located, 
where  residents  are  located,  so  that  information  would  be  readily 
available.  It  would  help  with  communications  links.  They  will  be 
doing  things  like  that. 

Mr.  Synar.  You  have  said  in  your  testimony  that  this  effort  is 
duplicative  and  fragmented.  Let's  ask  the  bottom-line  question  on 
the  computers:  Do  they  at  least  work? 

Mr.  Warren.  As  far  as  we  know,  the  hardware  works.  We  have 
had  some  concerns  that  were  raised  by  a  technical  review  group 
about  some  of  the  soflware  in  the  programing.  Obviously,  there  is 
going  to  be  some  reworking  there  from  what  we  understand. 

Mr.  Synar.  Has  FEMA  or  the  Army  attempted  to  integrate  the 
automation  efforts? 

Mr.  Warren.  The  Army  has  recently  taken  over  responsibility  for 
the  automation  program  from  CSEPF  on  the  steering  committee. 
Our  understanding  is  that  they  do  intend  to  integrate  the  local  and 
base  programs  so  they  are  compatible,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  It  appears,  at  least  to  the  chairman,  that  we  are  put- 
ting a  lot  of  emphasis  on  high-tech  information  and  really  ignoring 
some  basic  things  like  sirens  and  protective  clothing.  Am  I  wrong? 

Mr.  Warren.  Certainly,  that  is  where  a  lot  of  the  funds  have 
gone.  As  we  said,  it  seems  that  these  lower  expense  items  have  got- 
ten tied  up  in  studies  and  guidance  that  need  to  be  prepared. 

So  it  does  raise  questions  about  that,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Mica  mentioned  when  he  was  here  earlier  that 
maybe  it  is  not  necessary  to  do  some  of  the  protection.  Did  we 
make  a  mistake  in  the  legislative  effort  in  creating  this  when  we 
defined  maximum  protection  as  a  goal? 

Mr.  Warren.  Maximum  protection  in  the  discussions  that  we 
had  with  local  officials  was  not  one  of  the  items  that  came  out  on 
a  consistent  basis.  However,  we  did  get  some  concerns  raised  about 
maximum  protection  when  we  got  into  the  protective  equipment, 
suits,  and  respirators. 

The  Army  has  put  out  some  guidance  recently  in  terms  of  talking 
about  the  cost  tradeoffs  that  are  there.  I  think  they  are  working 
toward  trying  to  work  through  that.  It  is  a  difficult  issue. 

Mr.  Synar.  Does  FEMA  have  any  kind  of  cost  controls  over  the 
CSEP  program? 

Mr.  Warren.  They  do  have  cost  controls. 
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Mr.  Synar.  Have  they  worked? 

Mr.  Warren.  They  have  not  been  effective.  Their  own  IG  report 
stated  that. 

Mr.  Synar.  Has  the  program  made  any  progress  in  5  years? 

Mr.  Warren.  Yes,  they  have  made  progress.  As  we  said,  they 
have  defined  the  emergency  response  zones,  protective  actions 
area.  They  have  done  a  lot  of  studies  that  have  assisted  in  plan- 
ning for  local  communities. 

They  have  run  a  number  of  exercises,  what  they  refer  to  as  table- 
top,  and  six  of  the  sites  have  participated  in  the  major  exercises. 
Those  are  very  important  because  those  are  the  kinds  of  things  the 
communities  are  in  fact  going  to  have  to  do.  I  think  the  Army  and 
CSEPP  should  get  credit  for  doing  those  things. 

Mr.  Synar.  You  said  that  the  communities  did  not  have  adequate 
medical  capabilities  to  deal  with  n  chemical  emergency;  is  that  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  Warren.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  You  also  said  it  would  be  pretty  hard  to  deal  with 
such  emergencies  if  you  did  not  have  protective  clothing  and  other 
equipment. 

Mr.  Warren.  Yes. 

Mr,  Synar.  We  know  the  Center  for  Disease  Control  was  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  program  but  they  walked  away.  Can  you  tell  us 
why? 

Mr.  Warren.  I  don't  have  all  the  details,  but  I  understand  they 
became  frustrated  with  the  CSEPP  management  structure  and  felt 
the  program  was  not  coordinated.  I  believe  they  have  used  the 
word  "fragmented"  and  for  that  reason  they  said  they  wanted  to 
withdraw  from  CSEPP,  but  still  provide  assistance  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Army  in  providing  necessary  training  for  communities  and 
other  assistance. 

Mr.  Synar.  Are  there  any  other  Federal  agencies  weighing  in  on 
this? 

Mr.  Warren.  It  is  a  complex  problem.  EPA  is  involved.  Health 
and  Human  Services,  Department  of  Agriculture.  I  believe  even  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration,  when  you  get  into  the  reentry  is- 
sues. So  there  are  a  number  that  are  involved.  It  is  complex. 

Mr.  Synar.  As  we  said  in  our  opening  statements,  the  chances 
of  a  disaster  of  this  nature  are  1  out  of  100  million.  I  g^ess  the 
natural  question  is,  have  we  scared  these  communities  unneces- 
sarily? 

Mr.  Warren.  I  don't  think  so.  In  other  words,  I  think  the  option 
would  be  not  to  alert  people  and  not  to  make  them  aware  that 
there  is  some  danger  out  there,  even  though  it  is  minuscule. 

If  the  Army  or  CSEPP  were  not  to  tell  them,  I  think  they  would 
be  subject  to  criticism.  I  think  getting  the  information  out  is  appro- 
priate. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Hastert. 

Mr.  Hastert.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Sanders. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  thank  Mr.  Warren  for  his  testimony.  I  will  just  say 
this:  I  don't  know  what  it  means  to  say  that  the  odds  of  a  mishap 
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are  100  million  to  1.  Nobody  knows.  I  am  sure  I  would  not  want 
one  of  these  places  near  my  community. 

I  don't  know  the  history  of  this,  but  I  will  bet  some  of  these  com- 
munities were  less  than  enthusiastic  about  accepting  them. 

Mr.  Warren.  Accepting  the  incineration  facilities,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  think  it  is  obligatory  for  the  government  to  say 
in  the  event  of  an  emergency,  we  will  protect  you.  I  think  that  is 
the  proper  thing  for  the  government  to  do.  What  I  am  terribly  con- 
cerned about,  and  what  I  have  heard  from  you,  is  that  this  looks 
like  we  are  looking  at  just  another  Federal  bureaucracy  mis- 
managed with  enormous  waste. 

I  look  forward  to  talking  with  the  Army  people  and  the  FEMA 
people  to  find  out  what  it  is.  If  we  continue  these  processes,  the 
people  of  the  United  States  will  lose  faith  in  the  government.  When 
the  government  should  be  protecting  the  interest  of  people,  we  lose 
credibility. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mrs.  Maloney. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  No,  thank  you, 

Mr.  Synar.  A  couple  of  final  questions.  Your  testimony  mentions 
that  the  program  failed  to  meet  its  own  milestones.  You  indicated 
22  out  of  the  37  large-scale  tasks  have  milestones.  How  many  of 
those  milestones  have  been  completed? 

Mr.  Warren.  Completed  on  time,  have  been  4;  4  are  late  in  com- 
pletion; and,  10  are  behind  schedule. 

Mr.  Synar.  Can  you  describe  the  standards  that  the  program  is 
supposed  to  provide  to  the  States  and  localities? 

Mr.  Warren.  Standards? 

Mr.  Synar.  Wnat  kind  of  standards  are  they  to  provide  the  local- 
ities and  the  States? 

Mr.  Warren.  In  terms  of  planning? 

Mr.  Synar.  On  equipment,  is  it  on  traffic  control?  What  kinds  of 
things- 


Mr.  Warren.  Well,  they  would  provide- 


Ms.  MacFarlane.  The  standards  cover  the  whole  range  of  emer- 
gency response  equipment  and  activities,  and  they  include  stand- 
ards for  communications,  standards  for  emergency  operations  cen- 
ters, but  also  how  to  employ  and  use  various  equipment,  such  as 
decontamination  or  protective  gear. 

Mr.  Synar.  How  dependent  is  this  program  on  outside  contrac- 
tors? 

Mr.  Warren.  There  are  a  number  of  outside  contractors  involved 
in  terms  of  doing  studies.  As  we  mentioned,  also,  the  automation 
is  being  contracted,  so  that  there  is  a  use  of  contractors. 

Mr.  Synar.  Is  it  an  overdependence? 

Mr.  Warren.  Our  work  didn't  focus  on  that,  and  I  don't  think  we 
would  be  in  a  position  to  make  that  judgment  now. 

Mr.  Synar.  Now,  the  Army  is  ultimately  the  responsible  agency 
in  this  thing;  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Warren.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  In  your  opinion,  has  the  Army  exercised  sufficient 
oversight  over  the  program  to  ensure  that  the  moneys  are  spent 
right? 
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Mr.  Warren.  The  aspects  of  accountability  over  the  money  going 
to  the  States,  that  is  an  area  of  concern,  and  they  have  been  voic- 
ing that  to  FEMA,  but  still  not  getting  all  the  answers,  I  believe, 
that  they  want. 

Mr.  Synar.  What  bothers  me  is  we  have  four  FEMA  people  on 
this  project,  and  they  cannot  even  tell  you  where  the  money  is 
spent.  Does  that  bother  you? 

Mr.  Warren.  Yes,  sir,  that  was  a  concern  as  we  went  through 
the  work. 

Mr.  Synar.  All  right.  Well,  Mr.  Warren  and  others,  thank  you 
again  for  your  testimony.  I  think  it  has  been  very  enlightening  and, 
as  always,  an  excellent  job  by  GAO. 

Mr.  Warren.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Synar.  Our  next  panel  will  be  David  White,  the  Alabama 
CSEP  program  manager  from  the  Anniston  plant  in  Alabama; 
Casey  Beard,  Morrow  County  emergency  management  director  and 
coordinator/planner  of  the  CSEPP,  Lexington,  OR. 

I  might  also  add— I  don't  normally  do  this— joining  us  in  the  au- 
dience is  Glen  Browder  from  Alabama,  whose  district  is  affected  by 
this;  and.  Glen,  we  are  glad  to  have  you  here  today  and  appreciate 
your  attendance. 

Gentlemen,  as  you  saw  from  the  previous  panel,  we  swear  in  all 
the  witnesses  in  order  not  to  prejudice  past  or  future  witnesses,  un- 
less either  of  you  has  objections  to  being  sworn. 

[Witnesses  sworn.] 

Mr.  Synar.  Great.  First  of  all,  let  me  thank  both  of  you  for  com- 
ing. I  know  you  have  had  to  come  to  Washington,  and  it  is  always 
good  to  hear  from  people  who  are  more  directly  affected  by  these 
issues  that  concern  us.  Both  of  your  testimonies  will  be  made  a 
part  of  the  full  record,  and  we  would  ask  you  to  summarize  that 
within  about  5  minutes  or  so. 

We  will  start  with  you,  Mr.  White. 

STATEMENT  OF  DAVID  W.  WHITE,  ALABAMA  CSEP  PROGRAM 

MANAGER,  CLANTON,  AL 

Mr.  White.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  good  morning  to  each 
of  you.  We  do  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  come  to  Washington 
and  share  with  you  the  experiences  of  State  and  local  government 
in  the  CSEP  program.  Obviously,  my  comments  are  centered  on 
our  experiences  at  the  Anniston  Army  Depot,  but  I  have  consulted 
with  many  of  the  other  State  and  local  managers,  as  Mr.  Beard  has 
as  well,  and  we  will  try  to  share  those  assessments  with  you  as 
part  of  the  proceedings. 

In  addition  to  my  submitted  written  statement  and  based  on  the 
comments  made  by  GAO  and  our  summations  made  earlier  con- 
cerning the  problems  with  the  program,  I  will  address  three  issues: 
First,  the  GAO  conclusion  that  the  program  has  not  been  imple- 
mented in  a  timely  manner;  second,  give  you  some  input  concern- 
ing what  we  feel  has  contributed  to  and  will  continue  to  contribute 
to  the  high  cost  of  the  program,  and  try  to  summarize  some  rec- 
ommendations from  the  State  and  local  level  concerning  ways  to 
improve  the  overall  program  implementation. 

Before  providing  you  those  facts  concerning  the  program  cost  and 
reasons  for  the  slowness,  I  would  like  for  you  to  hear  some  infor- 
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mation  regarding  the  program  as  it  has  been  brought  to  its  current 
status,  more  or  less  from  a  historical  viewpoint. 

Before  Public  Law  99-145  was  enacted,  we  at  the  State  and  local 
levels  of  government  considered,  perhaps  in  ignorance,  that  chemi- 
cal weapons  stored  in  our  military  installations  were  safe  and 
posed  little  threat  to  the  public.  The  law  drew  attention  to  the 
threat,  because  much  of  the  information  concerning  the  weapon 
stockpile  was  classified.  Since  then,  it  has  been  revealed,  and  the 
civil  side  has  become  more  attuned  to  the  hazard  that  is  in  their 
communities. 

Second,  when  State  and  local  governments  undertook  earlier  ac- 
tions in  1987  to  cope  with  hazardous  material  incidents  under  an- 
other Public  Law,  that  being  99—499,  which  we  call  the  Emergency 
Planning  and  Community  Right-to-Know  Act,  which  was  your 
phase  in  of  Superfund,  we  began  a  massive  program  at  fixed  in- 
stallations to  upgrade  our  capabilities  to  cope  with  hazardous  ma- 
terial, fixed,  and  transportation  incidents.  That  action  raised  the 
level  of  awareness  in  our  communities  because  of  the  right-to-know 
provision  of  that  law. 

But  the  most  significant  factor  in  this  entire  program  fi^om  our 
viewpoint  is  the  phrasing  in  the  Public  Law  99-145  concerning  the 
degree  of  protection  to  be  afforded.  It  states,  "Maximum  protection 
for  the  environment,  the  general  public  smd  personnel  who  are  in- 
volved in  construction  of  lethal  chemical  weapons  and  ammuni- 
tion," will  be  provided.  That  mandate  around  maximum  protection 
has  been  at  the  forefront  of  all  the  planning  guidance,  all  stand- 
ards and  criteria,  all  contractor  work,  and  in  the  minds  of  the 
emergency  managers  at  all  levels  of  government. 

The  last  background  consideration  that  I  would  ask  you  to  under- 
stand is  the  recognition  that  we  are  dealing  with  chemical  agents 
which,  on  the  civil  side,  we  had  little  or  no  knowledge  about.  The 
military  side  had  a  learning  curve,  too.  They  had  to  learn  our  oper- 
ational concepts,  how  to  interact  with  us  and  know  how  we  worked 
so  that  we  could  communicate.  We  have  had  to  cooperate  in  a  part- 
nership. While  at  times  it  has  seemed  bumpy,  it  is  now  productive 
and  positive.  Certainly  we  feel  that  way  in  the  Anniston  commu- 
nity, with  the  depot  being  very  open  ana  interactive  concerning  the 
chemical  weapons  that  they  have. 

Now  I  would  like  to  turn  to  some  of  the  items  that  we  feel  should 
be  made  a  matter  of  record  concerning  the  slowness  of  getting  the 
emergency  plans  finalized — ^we  certainly  agree  with  the  slowness; 
it  is  taking  too  long — and  outlining  some  of  the  reasons  for  the 
delay.  Please  understand  these  assessments  are  generally  con- 
curred in  by  local  and  State  program  managers  in  other  areas. 

First,  we  have  been  faced  with  the  enormous  task  of  prepared- 
ness in  which  every  action  is  based  on  a  standard  or  a  criteria  of 
how  we  must  do  the  job  that  has  been  issued  by  the  Army  and 
FEMA  joint  steering  committee.  As  you  said  earlier,  of  the  13  cited 
as  being  needed,  7  have  been  published,  with  a  pending  publication 
based  on  studies  of  major  decisions. 

Also,  we  have  experienced  delays  in  moving  forward  with  our 
final  emergency  plans  because  of  tne  need  to  reexamine  the  threat 
to  the  onpost  community.  This  is  being  done  by  the  Army  FEMA 
contractor  team  later  this  year.  In  the  meantime,  please  under- 
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stand  we  are  being  held  hostage  in  completing  evacuation  recep- 
tion, care,  and  shelter  plans. 

Second,  we  have  made  progress  in  writing  many  of  the  support 
plans,  but  without  current  and  revised  planning  guidance,  we  are 
not  able  even  to  forecast  when  the  final  or  the  phase  III  plans  will 
be  completed.  Essentially,  we  started  the  train  before  the  track  was 
built.  Our  interim  plans  need  much  work. 

Third,  we  should  be  realistic  and  recognize  that  complicity  and 
multiple  agency  involvement  has  caused  some  legitimate  delays.  By 
comparison,  with  the  1979  Three  Mile  Island  Nuclear  Power  Plant 
emergency,  afterwards  all  State  and  local  governments  with  nu- 
clear power  plants  were  thrust  into  emergency  planning  projects 
that  was,  in  our  viewpoint,  quite  massive.  Only  after  about  6  years 
did  we  feel  safe  that  emergency  plans  were  effective,  credible,  and 
could  be  held  up  as  good  protective  action. 

Fourth,  we  must  remember  that  a  significant  cause  of  the  slow- 
ness is  the  maximum  protection  provision  of  the  law.  Liability  rests 
on  the  back  of  every  contractor  and  entity  that  is  working  the  pro- 
gram. It  worries  everyone,  I  think,  that  touches  it. 

If  I  could,  I  would  like  to  shift  now  to  some  of  the  cost  issues  pre- 
sented by  GAO. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  White,  if  you  could  do  it  in  about  1  minute. 

Mr.  White.  Yes,  sir. 

The  maximum  protection,  first,  is  very  influential  in  all  the  deci- 
sions. That  is  why  there  are  price  tags  for  big-ticket  items — sirens, 
tone-alert  radios  for  households  and  businesses  in  the  immediate 
response  zones,  automation  equipment,  computers,  long-range  com- 
puters, have  and  will  continue  to  raise  the  cost. 

Another  clear  indication  is  the  mirroring  of  the  cost  down  the 
road.  I  think  FEMA  and  the  Army  can  present  that  information. 
In  my  statement,  I  projected  to  you  what  we  felt  in  Anniston  would 
be  the  final  cost  of  it. 

We  need  to  move  on  with  the  program.  We  would  recommend 
that  the  studies  that  have  been  promised  move  on  with  more  of  a 
sense  of  urgency.  We  must  understand  that  there  is  more  need  for 
funding  on  comprehensive  studies  to  make  the  program  more  credi- 
ble and  make  sure  we  are  doing  the  right  thing  to  implement  the 
standards. 

Third,  and  finally,  we  need  a  commitment  fi'om  the  top  side  that 
is  moving  this  along;  and  in  many  cases,  we  at  the  bottom  think 
that  it  is  bottom-up  driven.  We  are  pushing  issues  forward,  and  we 
would  like  attention  given  at  the  top. 

Representative  Hayes  asked  for  our  input  on  FEMA's  challenges 
in  regard  to  restructuring  to  handle  all  the  emergencies.  I  think 
Mr,  Witt's  initiative  has  shown  us  at  the  State  he  is  willing  and 
able  to  move  on  with  some  fixes,  and  we  are  trying  to  interact  with 
them  and  provide  our  recommendation. 

In  closing,  we  didn't  ask  for  the  program.  It  has  been  imposed 
on  us  by  the  mandates  and  the  maximum  protection,  and  we  are 
doing  the  best  we  can  to  implement  it. 

We  thank  you  again  for  the  opportunity  to  speak  to  you,  and  we 
will  stand  ready  for  your  questions. 

Mr.  Synar.  Thank  you,  Mr.  White. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  White  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  subcommittee  and  observers,  I 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  address  you  concerning  the  Chemical 
Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  (CSEP)  Program  as  it  has  impacted 
state  and  local  governments  in  Alabama. 

These  comments  are  tied  to  your  questions  and  the  report  of  the 
U.S.  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  which  appear  to  focus  on  major 
findings  that  are  critical  of  the  slowness  in  program 
implementation  and  the  high  cost  associated  with  the  program  to 
this  date.  I  will  also  provide  you  with  our  recommendations 
concerning  ways  to  speed  the  program  along. 

I  urge  each  of  you  to  first  recognize  the  complexity  of  the  program 
and  understand  how  so  many  organizations  at  the  federal,  state,  and 
local  levels  of  government  are  involved.  Countless  Army,  FEMA, 
states,  local  governments,  other  federal  agencies,  and  contractors 
are  involved.  It  is,  and  will  continue  to  be,  a  difficult  program 
to  fully  implement  for  the  reasons  cited  herein. 

In  Alabama,  the  Anniston  Army  Depot  holds  approximately  seven 
percent  of  the  national  stockpile  of  chemical  weapons.  The  Depot 
is  located  in  Calhoun  County,  which  is  one  of  the  six  counties 
impacted  by  CSEPP.  Calhoun  County  and  part  of  neighboring 
Talladega  County  are  considered  Immediate  Response  Zone  (IRZ) 
counties  in  that  these  jurisdictions  are  within  the  15km  distance 
from  the  storage/disposal  site.  We  have  the  largest  population  at 
risk  in  the  program  for  a  stockpile  that  includes  all  the  weapons 
and  bulk  containers,  plus  both  nerve  gas  and  mustard  agents.  About 
twenty  percent  of  the  33,000  population  is  sandwiched  between 
Anniston  Army  Depot  and  Fort  McClellan  providing  for  egress  only 
north  and  south.  Because  parts  of  the  IRZ  counties  and  four  other 
counties  are  outside  the  15km  zone  they  extend  our  risk  area  to 
35km.  They  are  known  as  Protective  Action  Zone  (PAZ)  counties 
because  they  are  in  the  fringe  area  and  might  be  impacted  if  there 
was  a  major  event  at  the  Depot.   These  PAZ  counties  also  support 
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immediate  response  zone  counties  for  evacuation,  sheltering,  and 
other  emergency  activities. 

Before  Public  Law  99-145  was  enacted,  we  had  little  knowledge  about 
the  chemical  weapons  stored  at  the  Depot.  Much  of  the  information 
concerning  the  number  and  type  v/as  classified  at  that  time.  Most 
emergency  response  organizations  assumed  that  because  of  the  strict 
Army  controls,  security  and  safety  procedures,  we  had  little  to  be 
concerned  about.  When  Congress  enacted  the  Emergency  Planning  and 
Community  Right-to-Know  Act  (EPCRA)  in  1986,  we  began  a  massive 
program  of  collecting  data  concerning  the  toxic  chemicals  that  were 
in  our  communities.  The  law  required  that  industries  and 
businesses  that  held  certain  highly  toxic  chemicals,  report  to  the 
state  and  local  governments  where  they  are  located,  the  quantity 
held,  and  provide  material  safety  data  sheets  that  described  the 
hazards  posed  by  the  chemicals.  Our  military  installations 
cooperated  as  the  public  and  local  and  state  governments  became 
aware  of  the  plans  to  destroy  chemical  weapons.  Public  interest 
and  concern  increased  significantly. 

After  Public  Law  99-145  was  enacted,  this  attention  level  continued 
to  rise.  Many  emergency  planners  began  to  ask  "what  if",  and  we 
realized  there  were  no  plans  in  the  off-post  communities  to  cope 
with  a  chemical  weapon  emergency  if  chemicals  were  released  off  the 
post.  We  had  all-hazard  emergency  plans  in  each  jurisdiction  for 
evacuation  and  in-place  protection  from  transportation  accidents 
involving  chemical  releases  as  well  as  those  for  fixed  civilian 
facility  incidents,  but  we  knew  little  or  nothing  about  the  Depot's 
chemical  agents  and  their  probable  impact  off -post. 

Thus  we  come  to  the  major  cornerstone  in  this  program  and  hearing. 
When  Congress  enacted  Public  Law  99-145,  which  states  that  "Maximum 
protection  for  the  environment,  the  general  public,  and  the 
personnel  v/ho  are  involved  in  the  destruction  of  the  lethal 
chemical  agents  and  ammunition..."  be  provided,  the  scope  and 
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complexity  of  community  protection  measures  in  Alabama  soared  for 
all  concerned. 

The  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program  (CSEPP)  was 
created  after  Public  Law  99-145  was  passed  and  the  Programmatic 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  was  conducted.  The  CSEP  Program  is 
divided  into  four  phases.  Phase  I  was  to  provide  an  interim 
upgrade  of  off-post  emergency  planning  using  existing  community 
resources  and  to  conduct  needs  analysis  for  both  equipment  and 
training.  Phase  II,  still  ongoing,  includes  the  preparation  of 
various  technical  studies,  standards,  and  criteria  to  support  local 
decision  making  and  planning.  Phase  III,  still  ongoing, 
constitutes  the  implementation  of  the  program  evidenced  by  fully 
resourced  plans  capable  of  automation.  Work  during  this  phase 
focuses  on  site  specific  concept  plans;  detailed  determination  of 
planning,  equipment,  and  training  needs;  training;  putting 
personnel  in  place;  and  implementing  a  comprehensive  planning, 
training,  and  exercise  program.  Phase  IV,  when  started,  is  the 
period  for  maintenance  and  support  of  the  major  preparedness 
program  lasting  until  the  lethal  agent  stockpile  is  eliminated 
(expected  by  2004) . 

Faced  with  this  enormous  task  of  preparedness,  states  and  local 
governments  obviously  had  to  have  standards  and  criteria  written  on 
which  to  base  our  planning  and  emergency  response  actions.  In 
retrospect,  we  "started  the  train  moving  before  the  track  was 
built"  because  as  noted  above  Phase  II  is  not  yet  complete. 

Army,  FEMA,  their  contractors,  and  national  laboratories  went  to 
work  preparing  the  standards.  A  total  of  thirteen  were  identified 
as  being  needed  in  order  for  state  and  locals  to  meet  minimum 
criteria.  The  standards  range  from  how  an  emergency  operations 
center  in  each  jurisdiction  should  be  equipped,  to  how 
communications  and  warning  systems  will  be  configured,  to  those 
involving  emergency  workers,  medical  and  decontamination,  and  for 
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reentry  of  the  population  that  might  be  evacuated  from  around  the 
storage  facility.  The  slowness  in  getting  these  standards 
published  in  final  version  so  we  can  move  on  with  Phase  III  program 
implementation  has  been  disappointing.  To  date,  only  seven  of  the 
thirteen  standards  have  been  accepted  and  issued  by  the  CSEPP  Joint 
Steering  Committee.  Three  are  held  in  abeyance  pending  final 
resolution  of  the  question  on  what,  if  any,  liquid  chemical 
deposition  might  be  expected  off  the  post  in  case  of  an  accident  at 
the  post.  Some  perceive  progress  in  this  area  as  being  delayed  by 
too  many  CSEPP  committees  and  study  groups  in  the  decision  making 
process . 

The  above  cited  process  of  developing  and  issuing  standards  caused, 
and  continues  to  contribute  to,  a  slowness  in  off-post  program 
implementation.  I  think  each  of  you  would  agree  that  you  cannot 
effectively  implement  an  emergency  preparedness  program  like  this 
while  being  unsure  of  the  assumptions  and  compliance  parameters  for 
highly  technical  planning.  We  need  some  sense  of  urgency  placed  on 
publishing  all  the  standards  and  criteria  as  soon  as  possible. 

As  a  new  standard  is  approved,  it  translates  to  a  significant 
increase  in  funding  at  all  levels  of  government  to  meet  the 
specific  requirements  outlined  in  the  criteria.  Siren  systems, 
tone-alert  radios  for  households  and  businesses  in  the  immediate 
response  zones,  automation  equipment,  and  communication  systems  are 
"big  ticket"  items.  A  large  part  of  the  allocation  to  our 
jurisdictions  has  been  for  these  items;  we  expect  similar 
allocations  in  FY94  and  95. 

What  is  the  future  cost  of  the  program?  In  early  1988,  Army 
informed  Congress  the  estimated  cost  of  the  program  would  be 
approximately  $100  million.  We  are  now  told  that  approximately 
$180  million  has  been  spent.  Based  on  the  term  "maximum 
protection"  in  the  cited  public  law  and  the  trend  thus  far 
regarding  the  detail  and  complexity  with  which  the  standards  are 
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written,  you  can  expect  the  costs  to  continue  to  increase.  A 
couple  of  years  ago  when  we  requested  funding  and  did  not  receive 
the  amount  we  believed  was  required  for  local  programs,  we 
suggested  that  Army  and  FEMA  establish  a  method  of  obtaining  a 
long-range  forecast  from  the  State  and  Local  (S&Ls)  jurisdictions 
concerning  out  year  funding.  That  request  for  a  long-range  budget 
forecast  has  been  implemented  by  them  for  the  past  two  years .  The 
last  forecast  from  Calhoun  County,  the  jurisdiction  in  which  the 
Anniston  Depot  is  located,  was  as  follows: 

FY95  FY96  FY97         FY98  FY99 

$74.7  mil    $17.2  mil    $20.6  mil   $18.9  mil    $14.4  mil 

TOTAL :   $126.6  mil 
Their  FY94  budget  request  was  for  $40,088,580. 

In  our  state,  we  take  the  standards  and  criteria  very  seriously. 
We  feel  we  must  address  and  correctly  implement  each  task  in  the 
criteria,  because  if  we  do  not  and  an  incident  occurs  at  the 
Anniston  Army  Depot  and  we  are  not  properly  prepared  off -post,  we 
could  be  found  liable  for  not  complying  with  the  standards  and 
criteria.  More  importantly,  we  will  have  failed  to  adequately 
protect  our  citizens,  and  we  will  not  have  met  the  congressional 
mandate  for  "maximum  protection"  of  the  public. 

I  think  it  is  noteworthy  to  mention  the  efforts  by  FEMA  and  Army  to 
reexamine  the  chemical  threat.  Statements  by  the  Center  for 
Disease  Control  and  other  federal  officials  indicate  several 
questions  remain  regarding  whether  or  not  the  threat  posed  by  the 
storage  sites  have  been  overstated  by  the  contractors  who  wrote  and 
published  our  planning  guidance.  Currently,  Oak  Ridge  National 
Laboratory  Technical  Manual  11093,  The  Emergency  Response  Concept 
Plan  for  Anniston  Arm^^  Depot  and  Vicinity,  is  the  basis  for  our 
emergency  planning.  Some  of  the  chemical  personnel  at  the  military 
installations  informally  imply  that  the  threat  may  have  been 
overstated.  If  these  claims  are  true,  then  our  official  planning 
guidance,  i.e.,  TM  11093,  must  be  changed  to  reflect  the  accurate 
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planning  guidelines.  To  the  credit  of  Army  and  FEMA,  after  the 
planning  basis  was  challenged  in  1992,  they  arranged  for  special 
survey  teams  to  visit  each  site  to  assess  the  hazard  on  a  site- 
specific  basis.  The  team  is  due  to  come  to  the  Anniston  community 
later  this  year  for  an  examination  of  the  threat.  We  will  use 
their  revised  guidance  in  preparing  our  Phase  III  emergency  plans. 
Currently,  we  expect  the  team  visit  in  September  1993,  but  we  are 
told  that  January  or  February  1994  is  the  projected  publication 
date  for  the  study  results.  Meanwhile  meaningful  planning  for 
evacuation,  reception,  sheltering,  etc.,  is  held  hostage  awaiting 
a  decision. 

As  a  matter  of  record,  I  believe  it  is  important  to  compare  the 
CSEPP  with  two  other  major  emergency  preparedness  programs  in  our 
country.  First,  in  1979  after  Three  Mile  Island  Nuclear  Power 
Plant  incident,  all  state  and  local  governments  marshalled  their 
resources  to  work  with  the  utilities  to  implement  emergency 
preparedness  plans  for  all  nuclear  plants.  The  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Agency  and  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  program  provided 
tremendous  funding  from  both  the  Federal  coffers  and  utility 
companies  to  establish  some  of  the  most  sophisticated  response, 
evacuation  and  in-place  protection  plans  in  the  world.  Note  that 
surge  of  effort  was  after  the  incident  occurred.  Before  then,  few 
of  the  state  and  local  governments  had  sufficient  emergency  plans 
and  resources  that  could  effectively  cope  if  a  radiological 
emergency  occurred  at  a  plant.  That  program  was  complex  and 
expensive  and  took  considerable  time  to  complete.  In  Alabama,  we 
started  in  1979  and  did  not  feel  comfortable  with  our  emergency 
preparations  until  1985  -  six  years  into  the  program.  CSEPP  is  a 
far  more  complex  planning  issue. 

The  second  comparison  is  the  program  to  plan  for  potential 
emergencies  around  our  commercial  chemical  facilities.  After  the 
Bhopal,  India  and  other  major  chemical  plant  disasters  occurred  in 
the  1980s,  Congress  enacted  Public  Law  99-499  which  established  the 
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Emergency  Planning  and  Coiranunity  Right-to-Know  Act  of  1986  as  part 
of  the  Superfund  Amendments  and  Reauthorized  legislation.  Each 
facility  that  holds  certain  highly  toxic  chemicals  must  report 
those  holdings  to  state  and  local  governments.  Emergency  plans 
were  then  written  to  address  how  emergency  response  would  be 
conducted  and  how  the  citizens  around  the  facility  would  be 
protected  in  case  of  an  actual  or  potential  release  of  the 
chemical.  There  was  no  federal  funding  to  support  this  program 
other  than  for  hazardous  material  training;  and  state  and  local 
governments  struggled  to  meet  the  minimum  standards.  We  have 
completed  the  plans  in  our  state,  but  they  pale  in  comparison  with 
the  cost,  the  detail,  and  critical  standards  imposed  for  CSEPP 
plans  around  the  eight  storage  sites. 

It  is  important  that  the  benefits  of  CSEPP  to  the  state  and  local 
governments  be  well  documented.  While  the  equipment,  resources, 
and  planning  is  focused  on  meeting  the  "maximum  protection"  mandate 
of  Public  Law  99-145  regarding  chemical  weapons  emergencies,  we  are 
all  benefitting  from  the  capabilities  CSEPP  gives  for  other  hazards 
in  our  communities.  Warning  systems  can  be  used  for  tornados, 
other  hazardous  materials  incidents,  and  a  host  of  other 
emergencies  where  we  must  alert  the  public.  Automation  systems  and 
upgraded  emergency  operating  centers  allow  us  to  elevate  our 
preparedness  for  management  of  other  major  emergencies.  We  have 
made  great  strides  in  improving  operational  interactions  with  the 
Depot  on  emergency  protective  action  recommendation  and 
understanding  the  chemical  threat.  We  will  all  benefit  from 
communication  systems,  assistance  for  emergency  training,  and  for 
exercises  that  test  our  emergency  responders'  abilities  to  react  to 
other  chemical  emergencies.  Overall,  each  of  our  jurisdictions  has 
elevated  its  level  of  preparedness. 

While  we  have  benefitted  from  the  increased  funding,  equipment,  and 
systems,  CSEPP  has  also  been  a  heavy  task  on  most  jurisdictions  to 
the  point  of  taking  them  away  from  other  emergency  management 
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responsibilities.  Members  of  most  organizations,  and  certainly 
members  of  my  organization,  have  been  distracted  from  hurricane  and 
all-hazards  preparedness  in  order  to  attend  to  the  highly  visible 
CSEPP  project. 

The  cooperation  and  interaction  with  the  Anniston  Army  Depot 
leadership  has  been  very  positive.  Initially,  the  on-post 
officials  were  not  fully  aware  of  the  kinds  of  information  and 
assistance  the  surrounding  communities  would  need  to  make 
decisions,  to  warn  the  public,  and  to  respond  to  emergencies.  As 
a  result  of  table- top  and  direction  and  control  exercises,  and  most 
recently,  a  full  scale  service  response  force  exercise,  the 
interaction  is  more  positive.  Our  civil  jurisdictions  learned  much 
from  the  Army  leadership  --  Major  General  Dennis  Benchoff, 
Brigadier  General  George  Friel,  and  some  of  the  Army's  best 
chemical  weapons  management  personnel.  They,  too,  must  carry  out 
their  existing  missions  while  undertaking  the  role  of  working  with 
the  state  and  local  jurisdictions  on  the  CSEPP  project.  Funding 
shortages  and  other  delays  within  the  Army  have  prevented  them  from 
manning  authorized  emergency  planner  and  other  positions  to  work 
with  our  state  and  local  planners.  This  was  identified  for 
corrective  action  more  than  a  year  ago  --  we  know  of  no  change  to 
this  status . 

Our  FEMA  Regional  offices  have  been  supportive  of  our  program  and 
an  advocate  for  expediting  decisions  on  the  problems  we  have 
surfaced. 

Your  request  for  the  most  pressing  emergency  preparedness  needs  in 
the  communities  surrounding  the  Anniston  Depot  are  summarized  as 
follows : 

First,  we  need  to  expedite  the  completion  of  the  promised  revisit 
of  our  Site  Specific  Concept  Plan  (TM  11093)  by  the  Army-FEMA  team 
to  ensure  we  are  planning  for  the  correct  planning  base,  so  our 
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emergency  planning  can  continue.  This,  in  our  opinion,  needs  high 
priority. 

Second,  we  need  as  much  program  emphasis  placed  on  funding  to 
complete  comprehensive  and  fully  resourced  plans  as  we  have  had  on 
procurement  of  hardware.  In  the  FY92,  FY93,  and  FY94  CSEPP 
budgets,  Alabama  has  requested  funds  for  13  contracts  for  the 
following  planning  needs:  protective  action  decision  making 
planning;  protective  actions  and  response  planning,  demographic 
survey;  protective  actions  and  response/recovery  planning  data  base 
design,  input,  and  resource  loading;  traffic  access  control  and 
management;  special  population  planning;  emergency  worker 
protection  planning;  emergency  medical  services  planning; 
transportation  planning;  evacuee  support  planning;  decontamination 
planning  study;  re-entry  planning  study;  evacuation  time  estimates 
simulation  modeling  study;  and  a  dwelling/building  pressurization 
study.  To  date,  we  have  been  provided  enough  funding  to  complete 
only  a  few  of  them.  We  now  have  automation  in  place,  siren  systems 
soon  to  be  installed,  EOC  upgrades  to  be  completed  early  next  year, 
and  communications  equipment  funded  for  FY94  and  FY95.  All  of  this 
hardware  will  be  useless  or  of  marginal  value  without  plans 
written,  plans  married  with  automation,  and  people  trained  to 
implement  them.  Not  having  comprehensive,  fully  resourced, 
automated  plans  greatly  inhibits  our  ability  to  respond  effectively 
to  chemical  weapons  emergencies. 

Third,  as  the  fully  resourced  plans  are  completed,  we  will  need  a 
major  effort  to  load  this  tremendous  amount  of  data  into  the  CSEPP 
automation  system.  The  program  leadership  must  gain  a  greater 
appreciation  of  this  need.  It  is  our  belief  that  the  gravity  of 
this  need  and  the  amount  of  work  involved  with  this  task  is  not 
recognized  within  the  program  leadership  on  an  equal  level  with 
having  provided  for  the  automation  system  to  be  used. 
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Fourth,  after  the  plans  are  written  and  the  data  is  loaded  into  the 
automation  system,  we  will  need  a  comprehensive  training  program 
that  will  educate  state  and  local  leaders  on  the  utility  and  value 
of  this  response  emergency  management  tool  and  training  to  ensure 
state  and  local  EOC  staff  members,  responders,  and  other  workers  in 
the  field  know  how  to  use  it.  This  program  is  truly  on  the 
"cutting  edge"  of  automated  emergency  operations.  Education  and 
training  on  the  CSEPP  automation  system  are  essential  to  enable  the 
emergency  response  community  to  fully  exploit  the  tremendous 
potential  of  this  emergency  management  tool. 

Fifth,  and  finally,  we  need  a  commitment  to  a  higher  "sense  of 
urgency"  to  this  program.  States  and  locals  frequently  feel  this 
is  a  "bottom-up"  driven  program  without  proper  emphasis  from  the 
top.  We  need  clear  guidance  and  standards,  a  recognition  of  the 
pressures  on  local  governments  to  comply  with  the  "maximum 
protection"  stipulations  in  the  public  law. 

I  can  assure  you  my  intent  is  not  to  "Monday  morning  quarterback" 
the  history  of  this  program!  I  do  want  to  encourage  all  federal 
program  managers  to  work  cooperatively  to  speed  up  the  numerous 
tasks  yet  to  be  completed  in  order  for  state  and  local  government 
to  complete  Phase  III  so  chemical  destruction  may  take  place  and  to 
get  into  the  maintenance  phase  of  preparedness  and  planning. 

In  closing,  the  CSEPP  project  is  being  implemented  under  the  strict 
mandates  of  Public  Law  99-145.  The  standards  and  criteria  are 
rigorous  and  will  continue  to  require  increased  dollars  to  attain 
the  "maximum  protection"  cited  in  the  law.  Implementation  is  slow 
but  moving  forward  as  standards  are  issued  and  required  studies  and 
supporting  hazard  guidance  from  Army  and  FEMA  are  provided.  The 
completion  date  for  Phase  III  is  not  presently  known  because  Phase 

II  is  yet  unfinished  and  there  are  numerous  tasks  required  to 
complete  Phase  III.  We  at  the  state  and  local  level  share  your 
frustration  with  the  slowness  in  implementation  but  we  must  rely  on 

-  11  - 


59 


federal  guidance  and  funding  in  order  to  legally  carry  out  the 
mandates  of  the  public  law.  We  will  continue  to  be  an  active 
partner  with  the  federal  government  in  providing  the  best  emergency 
management  services  to  protect  the  public  and  environment  around 
the  chemical  stockpile  and  disposal  site. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  Alabama's 
progress  and  to  share  our  assessment  of  the  Chemical  Stockpile 
Emergency  Preparedness  Program. 
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Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Beard. 

STATEMENT  OF  CASEY  F.  BEARD,  MORROW  COUNTY  EMER- 
GENCY MANAGEMENT  DIRECTOR/CSEPP  COORDINATOR 
PLANNER,  LEXINGTON,  OR 

Mr.  Beard.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  subcommittee,  this 
morning  I  am  testifying  on  behalf  of  local  communities  nationwide 
who  are  participating  in  the  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Protec- 
tion Program  not  just  Morrow  and  Umatilla  Counties  in  Oregon. 
From  the  waving  saltwater  grasses  at  the  head  of  Chesapeake  Bay, 
to  the  lush  bluegrass  country  of  Kentucky,  to  the  hardy  bunchgrass 
of  the  stark  high  deserts  of  eastern  Oregon,  each  site  faces  unique 
challenges  in  planning  to  meet  a  potential  emergency  at  the  chemi- 
cal weapons  storage  sites.  What  we  do  share,  however,  is  a  common 
frustration  with  the  program  that  was  created  to  help  us. 

The  CSEP  program  established  by  public  law  to  provide  maxi- 
mum protection  for  the  communities  near  chemical  weapons  stor- 
age sites  has  not  fulfilled  its  promise.  Originally  heralded  as  a  lo- 
cally driven  program,  CSEPP  was  enthusiastically  welcomed  by 
county  and  municipal  governments.  The  initial  enthusiasm,  how- 
ever, has  turned,  by  degree,  from  disappointment,  to  frustration,  to 
anger.  After  5  years  and  millions  of  dollars,  our  ability  to  respond 
to  a  chemical  accident  is  little  improved. 

Although  we  have  planned  and  coordinated,  without  the  re- 
sources to  execute,  our  plans  are  hollow.  We  have  diligently  labored 
to  use  every  available  response  capability  that  we  have  in  case  an 
accident  happens  tomorrow.  Despite  our  best  efforts,  the  county 
commissioners  and  the  mayors  of  the  towns  at  risk  harbor  no  illu- 
sions. A  major  offpost  release  will  result  in  tragedy. 

To  us,  the  pledge  of  maximum  protection  for  our  citizens  remains 
a  fiction.  CSEPP  is  unable  to  deliver  the  basic  necessities  to  the 
local  level  in  Oregon.  Examples  of  the  bureaucratic  quagmire  that 
plague  us  are  the  inability  to  provide  a  telephone  hothne  to  the 
depot,  and  the  struggle  we  have  faced  in  creating  a  viable  emer- 
gency operation  center.  During  two  direction  and  control  exercises, 
the  theoretical  chemical  cloud  would  already  have  passed  over 
Irrigon,  our  community  closest  to  the  depot,  before  we  even  knew 
an  accident  had  happened  or  would  have  been  able  to  alert  the 
mayor  or  his  fire  chief. 

In  the  last  exercise,  it  took  2  hours  for  our  county  commissioners 
to  reach  the  depot  commander  to  assess  the  threat.  This  is  a  basic 
issue,  a  simple  issue,  a  relatively  inexpensive  issue;  but  in  an  acci- 
dent, it  would  be  a  life-or-death  issue. 

The  saga  of  Morrow  County's  EOC  is  a  classic  example  of  Oregon 
emergency  management  and  FEMA  mismanagement.  This  resulted 
in  unnecessary  delays,  cost  increases,  and  funding  turmoil.  This 
bungling  so  outragea  our  architect  that  he  was  moved  to  write  Vice 
President  Gore's  Committee  on  Government  Performance.  Our 
project  is  a  classic  example  of  what  the  public  perceives  has  gone 
awry  in  government. 

Today,  a  generator  will  be  delivered  to  our  EOC  construction  site 
in  Heppner,  OR.  I  don't  have  the  money  to  pay  the  vendor.  This 
is  despite  over  8  months  of  promises  from  FEMA  and  our  State  or- 
ganization that  the  money  will  be  there.  While  $23,600  may  not  be 
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very  much  to  OEM  or  FEMA,  it  has  put  our  county  program  in  tur- 
moil. 

FEMA's  dithering  on  program  guidance  and  standards  makes  it 
virtually  impossible  to  finalize  plans  or  begin  the  procurement  of 
facilities,  equipment,  and  supplies  that  we  need  to  protect  our  citi- 
zens. Even  where  guidelines  exist,  they  were  often  selectively  ap- 
plied or  arbitrarily  interpreted. 

The  real  impact  of  this  guidance  muddle  is  in  delaying  the  field- 
ing of  the  basics  we  need,  protective  clothing  and  masks,  decon- 
tamination equipment,  tactical  communications,  vans  to  transport 
special  populations,  equipment  sets  for  access  and  traffic  control 
points,  and  supplies  for  emergency  shelters  to  support  evacuees. 

It  seems  that  the  further  one  gets  from  the  depot  fence  the  less 
urgency  and  concern  there  is  to  resolve  these  issues.  Without  this 
equipment  there  will  be  no  effective  protection.  Our  public  safety 
officials  have  stated  flatly  and  frequently  that  they  will  not  direct 
their  people  to  participate  in  the  program  until  they  have  protec- 
tive clothing. 

That  same  stringency  does  not  apply  to  computer  systems.  To 
date,  millions  have  been  spent  on  automation  with  marginal  re- 
sults. A  computer-generated  plan  identifying  special  populations  or 
checkpoints  is  an  exercise  in  delusion  unless  we  have  the  ability  to 
go  pick  those  people  up,  or  the  men  to  man  those  checkpoints. 

Clearly,  dramatic  action  is  required  to  reform  CSEPP.  We  believe 
the  best  way  to  accomplish  this  is  to  provide  a  mechanism  to  allow 
the  Department  of  the  Army,  that  is  responsible  for  the  program, 
to  pass  funds  directly  to  local  communities.  If  this  cannot  be  accom- 
plished, then  FEMA  must  be  forced  to  perform. 

Key  elements  of  the  reform  must  include:  First,  a  fiinding  for- 
mula requiring  two-thirds  of  the  funds  be  spent  at  the  local  level 
under  local  control;  second,  a  similar  formula  must  be  established 
for  personnel.  It  is  at  the  local  level  where  lives  will  be  saved  or 
lost;  third,  we  think  that  FEMA  should  be  required  to  have  all 
g^uidance  documents  published  within  6  months;  fourth,  establish 
standards  for  protective  clothing  and  have  that  clothing  issued 
within  1  year;  and  finally,  enact  a  funding  moratorium  until  the  in- 
terim baseline  automation  can  be  reviewed. 

With  these  reforms,  the  program  will  be  transformed. 

The  communities  near  our  chemical  weapons  storage  sites  have 
borne  a  risk  for  the  entire  Nation,  allowing  these  deadly  stockpiles 
in  our  midst  to  ensure  our  collective  safety  in  a  hostile  world.  As 
the  world  situation  has  changed,  the  Nation  owes  these  commu- 
nities the  protection  they  deserve  as  we  rid  the  world  of  this  men- 
ace. 

With  your  help,  the  program  can  be  restored  to  the  purpose  Con- 
gress intended,  providing  viable  protection  at  an  affordable  price  in 
a  reasonable  time  to  the  communities  at  risk  from  the  Nation's 
chemical  weapons  stockpile. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Beard  follows:] 
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EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT 

Casey  F.  Beard 

Manager 
CSEPP  Coordinator  /  Planner 
July  14.  1993 


The  Honorable  Mike  Synar 
Chairman,  Environment,  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  Subcommittee 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
2167  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.   20515-6143 


CHAIRMAN  SYNAR  AND  COMMITTEE  MEMBERS, 

On  behalf  of  the  Commissioners,  Mayors  and  public  safety  officials  of  Morrov/  and 
Umatilla  Counties  (and  local  CSEPP  communities  in  general),  I  want  to  thank  you  for  this 
opportunity  to  present  our  assessment  of  the  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency 
Preparedness  Program's  performance.  As  the  officials  with  the  statutory  responsibility  for 
the  safety  of  citizens,  property  and  the  environment  in  the  Umatilla  Depot  Activity  vicinity, 
we  believe  that  the  Program  is  essential  in  meeting  this  obligation.  (Enclosure  1,  2,  3,  4, 
5) 

While  we  enthusiastically  support  the  Intent  of  the  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency 
Preparedness  Program,  to  date,  we  have  been  extremely  disappointed  with  its 
performance.  If  a  major  chemical  agent  accident  happened  today,  our  ability  to  protect 
people  in  the  plume  pathway  is  marginal,  at  besf.  Our  actual  response  capabilities  are 
virtually  unimproved  after  five  years  of  participation  in  the  program.  After  a  prolonged 
delay,  we  are  anticipating  significant  enhancements  to  our  alert  and  notification 
capabilities  within  the  next  year.  However,  critical  elements  of  a  credible  response 
capability  remain  unaddressed. 

From  our  perspective,  the  program  has  tieen  characterized  by  unkept  promises, 
hide-bound  bureaucratic  procedures,  guidance  which  is  shifting,  contradictory  or  totally 
lacking  and  arbitrary,  autocratic  decision  making  processes.  Collectively,  this  has 
contributed  to  an  erosion  of  public  confidence  in  the  program  and  a  growing  sense  of 
frustration  at  the  local  level. 

Initially  intended  to  be  a  locally  driven  program  to  meet  the  emergency  response 
needs  of  our  communities,  CSEPP  has  been  turned  into  a  top  down,  unresponsive 
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bureaucratic  nightmare  which,  at  times,  seems  designed  to  thwart  the  legitimate  Initiatives 
of  local  communities.  In  short,  the  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program 
is  not  supporting  the  clients  it  was  created  to  serve:  local  communities  threatened  by 
potential  accidents  at  chemical  weapons  storage  sites. 

To  better  appreciate  the  challenges  we  face  In  providing  'Maximum  Protection'  for 
our  citizens,  it  Is  necessary  to  linow  something  at)Out  Morrow  County.  We  are  located  In 
north  central  Oregon,  east  of  the  Cascade  Mountains.  The  county  stretches  over  an  area 
of  approximately  2,000  square  miles,  bordered  by  the  Columbia  River  In  the  north  and  the 
Blue  Mountains  in  the  south.  The  northern  half  of  the  county,  where  the  Umatilla  Depot 
Activity  is  located.  Is  characterized  by  rolling  plains  and  broad  plateaus. 

Scattered  across  this  expanse  is  an  estimated  population  of  8,100.  Additionally, 
we  have  a  growing,  and  largely  undocumented,  population  of  migrant  workers  which 
pushes  this  figure  higher.  Current  estimates  indicate  that  the  Hispanic  population  of 
irrigon,  our  town  closest  to  the  depot,  Is  approximately  30%  while  Boardman,  the  largest 
town  in  the  county,  is  approaching  20%.  We  have  virtually  no  capability  to  reach  this 
vulnerable  portion  of  our  population  during  any  potential  event  at  the  depot. 

The  county  seat,  Heppner,  where  the  Emergency  Operations  Center  will  be  located, 
is  fifty  miles  from  our  Immediate  Response  Zone  and  Protective  Action  Zone  communities. 
This  greatly  complicates  communication  and  coordination  with  those  most  at  risk. 

Morrow  County  is  a  rural,  relatively  poor  county.  Most  of  the  job  t}ase  is  in  food 
processing  industries.  County  government  is  minimal,  less  than  90  people.  The  Sheriff's 
Department  has  15  people,  counting  dispatchers  and  the  civil  deputy,  to  cover  this  entire 
area.  Additionally,  the  Sheriff's  Department  provides  dispatch  -911  service  for  four  other 
counties.  Only  two  towns  have  police  departments,  both  consisting  of  two  people.  Aside 
from  one  county  paid  Emergency  Medical  Technician,  all  emergency  medical  responders 
are  volunteers.  All  of  our  fire  protection  is  provided  by  volunteers. 

Despite  being  a  multi-hazard  county  (Heppner  Is  the  site  of  the  worst  natural 
disaster  to  strike  Oregon.  In  1903  a  flash  flood  killed  approximately  260  people)  which 
is  within  the  50  mile  planning  zone  for  the  Department  of  Energy's  Hanford  facility. 
Morrow  County  had  no  emergency  management  organization.  Requests  for  Emergency 
Management  Assistance  grant  funds  were  denied.  Therefore,  Morrow  County  entered  the 
program  at  "ground  zero".  Consequently,  Morrow  County's  requirements  may  vary 
considerably  from  other  counties,  rather  than  enhancing  existing  capabilities  we  are 
building  from  scratch. 

The  CSEP  Program  can  be  an  important  ingredient  in  providing  a  viable  capability 
able  to  address  all  the  hazards  the  county  faces.  We  have  endeavored  to  spend  the 
money  we  have  received,  approximately  $320,000  since  program  Inception,  wisely.  By 
careful  integration,  we  have  used  CSEPP  to  stren0hen  our  overall  capabilities  ensuring 
an  ail  hazards  approach  to  achieve  maximum  benefit  from  the  tax  dollars  spent. 
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Despite  our  efforts  in  Morrow  County,  tfie  CSEP  Program  tjas  not  been  as  effective 
as  it  stiould  be.  Today,  we  still  don't  have  a  direct  'hotline'  phone  link  to  the  Umatilla 
Depot  Activity  despite  CSEPP  policy  guidance  dictating  this  critical  capability.  A  recent 
CSEPP  Direction  and  Control  Exercise  demonstrated  that  this  would  have  led  to  the  death 
or  injury  of  county  citizens.  Because  we  must  rely  on  a  'Rut>e  Goldberg'  type  aJert 
system,  critical  information  about  ar)  accident  is  received  second  hand  with  a  built-in  time 
delay.  During  the  exercise,  the  Morrow  County  Sheriff's  dispatcher  received  incomplete 
incident  information.  Contacting  the  Hermiston  Safety  Center  for  clarification  via  current 
communication  capabilities  took  twenty-eight  minutes.  One  hour  and  fifty  minutes  was 
required  for  the  County  Judge  (Senior  County  Commissioner  and  Chief  Executive)  to 
reach  the  Depot  Commander  to  discuss  the  threat.  In  the  interim,  based  on  incomplete 
information,  a  group  of  Irrigon  Volunteer  Fire  Department  personnel  was  dispatched  into 
the  contaminated  area.  Lacking  protective  and  monitoring  equipment,  they  would  have 
become  casualties.  Fortunately,  it  was  only  a  'make  believe'  incident.  If  an  accident 
happens  tomorrow,  however,  a  similar  event  could  easily  become  deadly  reality.  The 
Morrow  County  Emergency  Operations  Center  evaluator  (from  another  FEMA  Region)  was 
astounded  that  lack  of  a  "hotline"  to  the  Depot  was  tolerated.  The  evaluators' 
recommendation  that  a  "hotline"  be  installed  immediately  was  ignored  and  eventually 
edited  out  of  the  final  FEMA  exercise  report.  The  inability  of  the  program  to  provide  this 
basic,  essential  capability  is  but  one  example  of  local  frustration.   (Enclosure  7) 

Perhaps  nothing  typifies  better  the  problems  with  the  CSEP  Program  than  the  saga 
of  creating  Emergency  Operations  Centers  for  Morrow  and  Umatilla  Counties.  Reams  of 
program  guidance  regarding  standards  for  EOCs  are  published.  FEMA  programmatic 
guidance,  "Benchmarks'  and  "PrioriY  categories  require  Immediate  Response  Zone 
counties  to  have  Emergency  Operations  Centers.  Yet,  as  I  testify  today,  neither  county 
has  a  functional  EOC.  Blame  for  this  unacceptable  situation  lies  squarely  with  FEMA, 
Region  X  with  contributory  mistakes  by  Oregon  Emergency  Management. 

Although  Morrow  County  expects  to  have  an  operational  EOC  within  the  next  few 
months,  it  will  not  meet  established  CSEPP  standards.  As  the  consequence  of  an 
arbitrary,  and  incorrect,  interpretation  of  CSEPP  policy  guidelines  by  FEMA  Region  X, 
Morrow  County  was  told  that  only  $200,000  could  be  provided  for  an  EOC.  This  edict  was 
issued,  however,  after  Region  X  personnel  initially  told  county  officials  to  design  an  EOC 
based  on  CSEP  Program  guidance  and  what  county  officials  thought  was  necessary  - 
something  in  the  neighborhood  of  $  1,000, 000.  Acting  on  this  advice,  in  good  faith  trusting 
the  information  provided  by  FEMA  and  OEM  staff.  Morrow  County  purchased  a  building 
for  $120,000  and  contracted  with  an  architect  to  design  a  "state  of  the  arf  EOC.  When 
funds  were  requested  for  the  EOC  renovation,  however,  FEMA  Region  X  officials  claimed 
that  only  $200,000  could  be  spent  on  the  entire  project.  Additionally,  FEMA  Region  X  and 
OEM  staff  said  the  county  would  be  required  to  pay  a  share  of  the  building's  renovation, 
operations  and  maintenance  costs  since  the  Sheriff's  Department  would  occupy  a  portion 
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of  the  building.  (CSEPP  policy  requires  that  the  EOC  operate  a  continuously  manned  alert 
and  notification  capability,  which  is  performed  by  the  Sheriffs  Department  911 -Dispatch 
Center,  necessitating  this  colocation).  (Enclosure  8) 

Eventually,  the  county  went  through  three  architecturaJ  redesigns,  at  considerable 
expense,  trying  to  accomplish  the  impossible  task  of  meeting  all  mandated  EOC  standards 
with  only  $80,000  for  renovation  costs  (plus  $12,000  in  rent  collected  from  the  tenant  of 
the  building  which  the  county  purchased).  When  the  fourth  design  was  rejected  by 
FEMA,  Region  X  with  recommendations  such  as  moving  a  waJI  six  inches,  it  was  the  final 
straw.  The  final  design  the  county  had  submitted  was  all  that  could  be  accomplished  with 
available  funds.  hAoving  a  wall,  which  happened  to  be  a  loadbearing  structure,  six  Inches 
would  have  caused  expenses  beyond  the  funding  FEMA  Region  X  had  provided.  In 
exasperation,  the  County  Judge  called  the  Director  of  FEMA,  Region  X.  giving  him  a 
choice,  either  approve  the  renovation  as  designed  or  prepare  to  be  the  owner  of  a 
building  in  Heppner,  Oregon. 

In  retrospect,  had  the  county  known  that  FEMA  Region  X  was  applying  an  arbitrary, 
incorrect  policy  we  would  have  made  significantly  different  choices.  After  checking 
nationwide  with  other  counties  participating  in  the  CSEP  Program,  we  learned  that  they 
received  considerably  more  money,  averaging  approximately  $1,000,000,  for  their  EOCs 
without  a  county  proportional  share.  Currently,  the  county's  'out-of-pockef  expenses  are 
approximately  $63,000.  To  the  best  of  our  knowledge.  Morrow  County  Is  the  only  place 
where  a  $200,000  EOC  limit  was  applied. 

Consequently,  the  county  has  managed  the  project  on  a  shoestring.  Only  after 
major  problems  with  the  renovation  that  threatened  to  halt  construction  (meeting 
provisions  of  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  and  current  building  and  energy 
efficiency  codes,  as  well  as  structural  problems  with  the  roof  and  air  handling  system) 
were  we  able  to  secure  an  additional  $56,000  from  FEMA  Region  X  for  the  project 
Unfortunately,  it  took  so  long  to  resolve  these  issues  that  renovation  was  significantly 
delayed  and  overall  project  costs  increased.   (Enclosure  9) 

Similarly,  an  emergency  generator  and  telecommunications  system  integral  to  the 
functioning  of  the  EOC  were  not  funded  as  part  of  the  renovation  but  included  in  different 
categories,  further  slowing  down  the  project,  complicating  procedures  and  adding  to 
overall  cost  increases.  While  these  cost  increases  and  delays  may  not  be  important  to 
FEMA,  Region  X  and  the  national  program,  it  matters  to  us.  We  have  endeavored  to  be 
responsible  custodians  of  the  taxpayer  dollars  entrusted  to  us  and  expect  the  same  from 
federal  and  state  agencies.  The  frustration  engendered  by  this  mismanagement  and 
incompetence  has  prompted  our  architect,  Jim  Lynch  of  Lynch,  Fitzgerald,  and 
Associates  to  write  to  Vice  President  Gore's  Committee  on  Competiveness  and  the  Oregon 
Congressional  Delegation.  (Enclosure  10,  11) 
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While  we  continue  to  struggle  witii  the  problems  of  finishing  our  EOC  on  a 
restricted,  fragmented  budget,  it  appears  that  Umatilla  County  may  receive  approximately 
$1,700,000  for  an  EOC,  with  no  requirement  for  a  proportional  county  share.  Because 
Umatilla  County  could  not  find  a  suitable  building  to  purchase  and  renovate  for  $200,000 
during  the  past  two  years,  they  will  hopefully  receive  the  funding  they  need  to  adequately 
meet  policy  guidance  for  EOC  standards.  While  we  don't  begrudge  Umatilla  County  their 
success  (it  must  be  noted  that  they  have  not  received  the  funding  yet,  and  if  they  do, 
completion  of  an  operational  EOC  will  be  at  least  two  years  away),  the  difference  tjetween 
$256,000  and  $1,700,000  is  stark  and  highlights  the  arbitrary  nature  of  FEMA  program 
management. 

Turning  to  the  question  of  how  well  Morrow  county  has  worked  with  FEMA  and 
DOD  in  addressing  the  locai  communities'  emergency  preparedness  capabilities,  the 
relationships  have  been  of  marked  contrast.  The  Department  of  Defense,  Department  of 
the  Army  has  generally  been  supportive  of  locai  needs  and  concerns.  This  is  true  from 
the  Depot  to  the  Pentagon.  For  example,  the  local  depot  commander  has  frequently 
stressed  his  concern  to  t>oth  OEM  and  FEMA  officials  about  the  unacceptable  status  of 
not  having  a  "Hot  Line'  between  the  depot  and  Morrow  County.  Because  the  depot's 
purchase  of  sirens  is  linked  to  that  of  Oregon's  for  Morrow  and  Umatilla  Counties,  the 
UMDA  Commander  has  shared  our  frustrations  with  the  delays  in  purchasing  alert  and 
notification  equipment.  Despite  promises  of  imminent  installation,  actual  erection  of  sirens 
probably  won't  happen  until  next  year.  On  planning  and  training  issues,  both  counties 
enjoy  an  excellent  working  relationship  with  the  UMDA  staff.  Realizing  that  Army 
resources  are  becoming  increasingly  scarce,  it  must  be  difficult  for  the  depot  commander 
to  know  that  the  DA  funds  being  committed  to  CSEPP  are  not  getting  to  the  local 
communities  which  desperately  need  them.  At  the  Pentagon  level,  the  senior  army 
CSEPP  official,  Mr.  Denzel  Fisher,  has  frequently  interceded  with  FEMA  on  behalf  of  local 
communities  on  both  funding  and  policy  issues.  At  the  CSEPP  policy  committee  level, 
both  Colonels  Lucas  (Training)  and  Skelly  (Automation)  have  repeatedly  shown  support 
for  local  needs  and  concerns,  constantly  chiding  FEMA  to  move  faster  on  policy  issues 
and  to  be  fair  in  the  decision  making  process. 

In  stark  contrast,  FEMA  has  tteen  generally  disorganized  at  best  and  obstructionist  at 
worst  in  its  dealings  with  local  governments.  Although  some  employees  at  FEMA,  Region 
X  have  tried  to  assist  local  level  CSEPP  personnel,  at  higher  levels  of  regional 
management  the  policy  appears  to  be  -  keep  the  locals  in  the  dark  on  policy  and  funding 
decisions,  try  to  intimidate  them  when  they  question  regional  actions  (or  lack  thereof)  and 
ignore  all  CSEPP  policy  guidance  if  it  contradicts  private  opinions. 

Examples  of  Region  X  behavior  include  trying  to  muzzle  criticism  of  the  program's 
performance  during  initial  GAO  auditor  meetings  with  local  CSEPP  employees.  Lack  of 
a  direct  depot  "hot  Line"  and  the  EOC  debacle  have  been  previously  addressed.  More 
recently,  we  were  told  during  the  budget  development  process  that  FEMA  and  the 
Department  of  the  Army  would  not  support  funding  more  local  CSEPP  employees.  After 
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checking  with  other  FEMA  regions  and  local  CSEPP  programs,  we  found  that  this  was  not 
a  national  policy.  When  we  requested  that  the  'no  new  employees  policy'  be  put  In 
writing,  we  were  pleased  to  learn  that  our  request  for  an  Administrative  Assistant  and  a 
previously  DA  authorized  Public  Information  Officer  was  suddenly  supported. 

Another  area  of  concern  in  dealing  with  FEMA  Is  lack  of  planning  guidance.  Because 
critical  areas  like  (Medical  Support  and  Reentry/Recovery  have  not  been  addressed.  It  Is 
impossible  to  develop  comprehensive  plans  or  request  resources  In  these  program  areas. 
In  my  dealings  with  the  population  of  the  IRZ  and  PAZ,  I  receive  as  many  questions  about 
reentry  and  recovery  issues  as  concerns  about  the  immediate  response  to  an  accident. 
When  talking  to  an  audience  which  has  been  promised  sirens  'any  day  now"  for  two 
years,  it  is  not  a  comfortable  position  to  say,  "we  will  have  guidance  on  that  in  a  year  or 
ftvo.' 

In  summary,  our  relationship  with  the  Department  of  the  Army  has  been  generally 
positive  while  our  dealings  with  FEMA  Region  X  in  particular,  and  FEMA  in  general,  have 
been  the  opposite.  If  we  could  deal  directly  with  the  Army  and  eliminate  the  FEMA 
'middle  man'  the  program  would  t>e  far  more  effective. 

Addressing  the  next  issue,  the  most  pressing  emergency  preparedness  needs  which 
exist  but  remain  unresolved  are: 

1).  Protective  equipment  (masks  and  overgarments)  for  emergency  workers, 
first  responders,  law  enforcement  personnel  and  appropriate  county 
officials. 

-  Until  this  issue  Is  resolved,  the  equipment  delivered  and  personnel  trained, 
CSEPP  emergency  response  plans  will  be  largely  a  sham.  The  County 
Sheriff,  Public  Works  Director,  Chiefs  of  the  Volunteer  Fire  Departments  and 
EMT  Director  have  plainly  stated  that  they  will  not  order  their  personnel  to 
respond  inside  the  IRZ  without  protective  equipment. 

2).       Decontamination  equipment  and  supplies. 

-  It  is  imperative  that  this  equipment  be  fielded  and  local  responders  fee 
trained  to  use  it.  This  includes  the  medical  community  which  may  be 
required  to  transport,  triage  and  treat  contaminated  patients.  Based  on  the 
'Myerski  Study,'  UMDA  is  one  of  four  sites  where  off  post  disposition  of 
liquid  agent  Is  possible,  so  we  must  be  prepared  to  respond. 

3).       Comprehensive  on  and  off-post  weather  monitoring  systems. 

-  Accurately  tracking  wind  patterns  and  the  other  weather  factors  which 
effect  agent  duration  and  volatility  (temperature,  humidity,  precipitation,  etc.) 
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is  criticaJ  in  making  reasoned  protective  action  decisions.  Currently,  plume 
models  are  based  on  straight  line  projections  but  significant  variations  In 
v/ind  direction  and  velocity  occur  at  the  micro  level.  The  local  office  of  the 
National  Weather  Service  in  Pendleton,  Oregon,  has  vigorously  supported 
this  requirement 

4).       Tactical  communication  networks  for  local  responders. 

•  CSEPP  Planning  Guidance  calls  for  communications  systems  linking 
responders  and  decision  makers  to  the  EOC.  To  ensure  an  effective 
response  in  a  fluid  situation  and  to  protect  the  response  personnel  In  areas 
of  potential  danger,  reliable  communications  on  a  common  net  are 
imperative.  It  does  little  good  to  talk  to  the  State  EOC  250  miles  away  in 
Salem,  when  you  can't  talk  to  the  Mayor  of  Irrigon,  OR  and  he  can't  talk  to 
his  fire  chief,  or  to  personnel  manning  Access/Traffic  Control  Points. 

5).       Protective  Capabilities  for  special  populations. 

-  Hopefully,  this  issue  is  on  the  way  to  partial  resolution.  Based  on  Planning 
Guidance  and  technical  studies  by  supporting  contractors,  we  have 
identified  several  facilities  in  the  IRZ  where  evacuation  is  not  a  viable 
protective  action.  These  include  schools,  hospitals,  and  retirement  homes. 
To  assure  "Maximum  Protection'  for  the  occupants  of  these  facilities, 
protective  overpressurization  of  the  buildings  is  required.  Although  funding 
has  been  requested,  with  supporting  justification,  we  fear  that  the  money 
required  will  6e  deleted  during  the  budget  process.  Additionally,  more 
school  buses  will  be  required  to  evacuate  school  children  from  schools  not 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  Depot  where  evacuation  is  a  viable  option.  This 
is  a  very  important  issue  in  the  local  community.  After  years  of  promises  but 
no  action,  we  must  deliver  in  the  near  term  to  develop  program  credibility. 
(Enclosure  12,  13) 

6).       Emergency  Response  Equipment 

-  This  is  basic  equipment,  not  new  exotic  or  esoteric  items  requiring  years 
of  development.  We  need  the  materials  to  rapidly  and  reliably  establish 
Access  and  Traffic  Control  Points  called  for  in  CSEPP  planning  documents. 
For  example,  refiectorized  barriers,  warning  lights,  reflective  vests,  and  bi- 
lingual signs,  cans  of  gasoline  for  motorists  whose  tanks  are  low  and  pop- 
up tents  so  the  people  manning  the  roadblocks  (or  stranded  motorists)  can 
shelter  from  the  summer  sun  or  winter  winds  and  snow.  Similarly,  we  need 
the  basics  to  create  two  mobile  triage  sites  to  screen  potential  chemical 
agent  casualties,  trauma  victims  from  evacuation  related  accidents  and 
stress  related  casualties  (heart  attacks,  etc.).  The  items  required  are  basic: 
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tents,  cots,  sanitation  f acuities,  and  generators.  When  we  requested  funds  - 
a  very  low  dollar  amount  -  for  these  types  of  items,  the  request  was  denied 
due  to  'insufficient  policy  guidance'. 

7).       Emergency  Shelter  Supplies 

-  Many  of  the  reception  and  shelter  sites  identified  In  current  draft  CSEPP 
plans  are  located  in  remote,  rural  areas.  There  are  no  commerciaJ  sources 
for  cots,  blanliets,  large  volumes  of  food  or  sanitation  supplies  readily 
available  to  support  evacuees.  Requesting,  procuring  and  then  delivering 
these  items  will  require  an  unacceptably  long  waJt  for  people  who  have 
been  evacuated  or  stranded  as  the  result  of  an  accident  at  UMDA 

In  trying  to  address  the  issues  enumerated  above,  we  have  encountered  a  veritable 
obstacle  course  created  by  the  bureaucracy  of  OEM  and  FEMA  One  of  the  most 
challenging  hurdles  is  shifting  planning  guidance,  or  the  total  lack  of  any  guidelines  in 
some  areas.  The  "bible"  for  CSEPP  planners  was  Planning  Guidance  for  the  Chemical 
Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program,  Final  Interim  Draft,  Revision  1,  Octot>er30, 
1991.  From  the  date  of  publication,  it  was  used  to  drive  all  planning  efforts.  Included  in 
the  document  was  a  series  of  Appendices,  A  through  M,  which  provided  detailed 
standards  and  checklists  to  address  specific  planning  areas.  For  example.  Appendix  K, 
Planning  Standard  for  Evacuee  Support. 

In  the  original  document,  appendices  concerning  Emergency  Worker  Operations, 
Medical  Sen/ices  and  Reentry,  were  not  published.  In  their  absence,  we  concentrated 
our  planning  efforts  on  the  areas  with  guidance.  Of  these,  the  most  important  were 
Appendix  D  -  Protective  Action  Decision  Making  and  Appendix  E  -  Protective  Actions  and 
Responses.  All  of  our  county  response  actions  and  procedures  flowed  from  these 
sources. 

At  the  National  CSEPP  Conference,  held  in  Baltimore,  Maryland,  May  4-6,  1993,  a 
new  copy  of  Planning  Guidance  for  the  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness 
Program  was  issued.  It  was  dated  November  25,  1992,  with  the  adoption  letter  dated 
March  25,  1993.  Unfortunately,  the  new  document  lacked  both  Appendix  D  and  E. 
Apparently,  they  were  withdrawn  for  revision,  potentially  negating  previous  Protective 
Action  Strategy  efforts. 

We  assume  this  was  done  in  order  to  implement  a  new  method  of  assessing 
possible  accident  causes.  The  concept  of  'Maximum  Credible  Events'  is  to  be  replaced 
by  accident  categories.  To  off-post  responders  this  may  not  make  much  of  a  difference. 
While  there  may  be  an  infinite  combination  of  causes,  munitions  involved  and  amounts 
of  agents,  counties  have  a  finite  number  of  ways  in  which  to  respond.  This  is  particularly 
true  given  our  current  response  capabilities. 
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In  the  interim,  our  FT94  budget  request  for  response  equipment  two  fttteen 
passenger  vans  for  Immediate  Response  Zone  (IRZ)  volunteer  fire  departments  (so  they 
can  transport  the  blind,  disabled,  latch  key  children,  people  v\/ithout  cars  and  stranded 
boaters),  barrier  and  traffic  control  equipment  for  establishing  Access  and  Traffic  Control 
Points  and  support  equipment  to  establish  triage  sites  was  turned  down  at  FEMA, 
Region  X  because  there  was  no  guidance  for  protective  actions. 

If  a  county  can  negotiate  the  guidance  hurdle,  the  next  obstacle  encountered  Is  the 
budget  process.  FEMA  establishes  "Benchmarks'  and  'Priority  Levels'  In  evaluating 
budget  requests.  Local  officials  with  the  legal  responsibility  for  responding  to  a  chemical 
agent  accident  and  the  t>est  sense  of  what  their  communities  need  to  protect  citizens  at 
risk  are  not  allowed  any  input  in  determining  what  these  priorities  should  be. 

Automation  is  a  case  in  point  While  no  one  denies  that  automation  is  a  useful  tool, 
it  is  not  a  panacea.  Even  if  the  proper  data  is  fed  into  the  system  and  it  recommends  the 
correct  protective  action,  if  the  people  and  equipment  are  not  in  place  to  execute  the  plan 
the  effort  is  wasted.  Millions  have  been  spent  on  an  automation  system  called  the 
Integrated  Baseline  System  (IBS)  which  is  of  marginal  utility  as  a  planning  tool  or  during 
an  actual  emergency.  During  the  April  15, 1993,  Direction  and  Control  Exercise  at  UMDA, 
evaluators  found  the  IBS  to  be  "dysfunctional".  (Enclosure  14) 

In  an  era  of  shrinking  resources  to  support  government  programs,  hard  choices 
must  be  made.  From  our  perspective  the  t>asics  like  protective  clothing,  decontamination 
units  and  tactical  communications  must  be  addressed  first.  Without  them,  there  can  be 
no  effective  local  response. 

Beyond  our  desire  to  have  an  input  into  the  establishment  of  basic  priorities  so  they 
reflect  local  needs,  the  process  of  securing  funds  is  cumbersome.  In  the  case  of  Oregon, 
the  state  emergency  management  office  has  in  the  past  arbitrarily  rejected  local  initiatives 
causing  serious  underfunding  and  delays  at  the  county  level.  With  the  FT94  budget 
submission,  however,  there  was  progress  in  their  support  for  local  needs.  We  hope  that 
this  is  a  trend  which  continues  because  the  state  can  play  a  very  disruptive  role  in  the 
process. 

If  a  budget  request  realistically  addressing  local  CSEPP  needs  can  be  worked 
through  the  state,  it  then  goes  to  FEMA,  Region  X  where  it  is  subjected  to  further  scrutiny. 
Cn  July  12,  FEMA,  Region  X  personnel  informed  OEM  and  local  CSEPP  planners  that  the 
FY94  budget  request  submitted  on  June  2  would  be  subjected  to  different  "Benchmarks' 
and  "Priorities"  than  those  used  when  preparing  the  documents.  Neither  the  state  nor  the 
local  CSEPP  employees  have  seen  this  new  FEMA  guidance.  If  the  FEMA  Region  elects 
to  disapprove  a  portion  of  the  request,  we  are  not  presented  with  the  opportunity  to 
discuss  the  decision.  We  do  not  know  what  has  been  approved  or  disapproved  until  the 
overall  budget  is  authorized  in  October,  or,  in  some  cases  until  January.  This  uncertainty 
causes  difficulty  in  cohesively  developing  a  response  capability  for  the  communities 
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around  the  UMDA   It  is  difficult  to  look  a  mayor  or  volunteer  firefighter  In  the  eye  time 
after  time  and  say,  7  don't  know'  and  maintain  any  credibility  in  the  local  community. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  only  agency  with  the  authority  to  approve  or  deny 
funding  requests  by  counties  is  the  Department  of  the  Army.  Below  that  level,  we  believe 
that  the  proper  procedure  is  for  the  state,  FEMA  region  and  FEMA  national  to  recommend 
approval  or  disapproval  (with  justification)  and  forward  the  original  county  proposal  on 
to  DA  for  the  ultimate  decision. 

A  major  problem  In  the  country's  ability  to  be  a  meaningful  player  In  the  budget 
process  has  t)een  the  disparity  in  manpower.  While  the  legal  responsibility  and  actual 
capability  to  respond  to  an  emergency  reside  at  the  county  level,  most  of  the  personnel 
have  remained  at  state  and  FEMA  levels  creating  a  top  heavy  organization.  Oregon 
Emergency  Management  has  7.25  full  time  CSEPP  employees  while  Morrow  and  Umatilla 
Counties  combined  have  only  7.  Given  all  the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  local  CSEPP 
employees,  it  is  very  difficult  to  create  a  budget,  justify  it  and  then  fight  it  through  the 
multiple  layers  of  bureaucracy  in  order  to  get  it  approved. 

Even  an  approved  budget,  however,  is  no  guarantee  that  counVes  will  actually 
receive  the  money  programmed  for  them.  In  1992,  for  instance.  Morrow  and  Umatilla 
Counties  were  summarily  informed  that  CSEPP  had  undergone  a  budget  cut.  Oregon's 
share  of  the  cut  was  $300,000.  Without  consultation,  county  operations  and  maintenance 
funds  were  slashed,  EOC  construction  funds  were  eliminated  and  sen/ice  contracts 
canceled.  County  Commissioners  requests  for  an  explanation  of  why  the  cut  occurred 
and  whether  FEMA,  Region  X  and  OEM  were  aiso  taking  proportioned  cuts  were  never 
satisfactorily  addressed.  At  the  county  level,  this  cut  had  a  devastating  effect,  delaying 
important  local  programs  and  increasing  program  costs.   (Enclosure  15,  16,  17) 

There  are  two  approaches  which  can  be  taken  to  resolve  these  problems.  The  first 
is  to  find  a  new  mechanism  to  channel  resources  to  the  local  depot  communities  which 
bypasses  FEMA  Based  on  the  long  association  between  the  Army  and  the  local 
communities  and  the  trust  and  good  working  relationship  that  have  developed,  this  would 
be  our  preferred  solution.  It  would  eliminate  the  exorbitant  "middle  man"  costs  that  have 
crept  into  CSEPP. 

If  federal  legislation  prohibits  this  solution,  FEMA,  and  some  states,  must  be  made 
accountable  for  its  actions.  First,  all  program  guidance  should  be  completed  within  a 
six  month-period.  If  not,  all  FEMA  CSEPP  funding  should  be  sequestred  until  they  comply. 
Second,  the  issue  of  protective  and  decontamination  equipment  must  be  resolved  within 
six  months  and  the  equipment,  along  with  O  &  M  funds,  provided  to  all  IRZ  counties 
within  one  year.  It  is  interesting  that  the  further  one  gets  from  the  depot  fence,  the  less 
urgency  there  is  in  resolving  issues  and  the  less  important  protective  and  decontamination 
equipment  are.  Third,  an  independent  audit  of  the  IBS  automation  program  should  be 
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conducted.    With  another  program,  FEMIS,  on  the  horizon,  a  determination  should  be 
made  if  any  more  money  should  be  spent  on  the  interim  system. 

Ultimately,  the  program  must  be  refocused  back  to  the  local  level.  This  focus  must 
include  IRZ  municipalities  as  well  as  county  government.  Cities  are  an  Important  part  of 
the  local  response  effort  and,  in  Oregon  at  least,  they  have  received  short  shrift  They 
require  command  and  control  capabilities,  easy  access  to  a  workable  automation  system 
and,  in  some  cases,  enhanced  shelter  capabilities  for  key  personnel  and  special 
populations. 

Part  of  this  focus  must  Include  shifting  resources  to  the  local  level  where  lives  will 
actually  be  saved.  To  accomplish  this,  implementing  a  funding  formula  whereby  a 
minimum  of  two  thirds  of  the  total  CSEPP  budget  must  t»e  spent  directly  in  the  IRZ  and 
PAZ  counties  should  be  enacted.  A  two-third,  one-third  formula  is  consitent  with  FEMA 
Civil  Preparedness  Guide  1-3,  August  1992,  para.  2-11,  a.  This  would  shrink  the  swollen 
staffs  which  have  been  created  at  FEMA  and  some  states.  I^oving  CSEPP  personnel  to 
the  county  level  is  also  more  cost  effective.  The  average  local  CSEPP  worker  makes 
approximately  $15,000-17,000  per  year  less  than  their  state  or  federal  counterpart  while 
having  more  responsibility  and  being  more  productive.  If  an  accident  happens,  lives  will 
be  saved  or  lost  at  the  local  level,  not  by  bureaucrats,  sitting  hundreds  of  miles  away. 
(Enclosure  18) 

The  local  governments  involved  in  the  CSEPP  program  recognize  their  moral  and 
legal  responsibility  to  protect  their  citizens  and  environment  in  the  event  of  an  accident. 
All  we  ask  for  are  the  resources  necessary  to  meet  that  responsibility.  We  have  proven 
to  be  good  stewards  of  the  tax  dollars  entrusted  to  us  and  will  continue  to  be.  With  your 
assistance,  local  governments  and  DOD,  with  state  emergency  management  agencies 
and  FEhAA  in  clearly  defined  supporting  roles,  are  ready  to  provide  our  communities  the 
"tiAaximum  Protection"  Congress  has  mandated. 

Thank  you  very  much. 


Casey  F.  Beard 

hAorrow  County,  Oregon 

tAorrow  County  Emergency  Management  Director/CSEPP  Planner. 


enclosures:  CAS 
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Enclosure  1  -  Letter  from  Morrow  County  Commissioners 

Enclosure  2  -  Letter  from  Umatilla  County  Commissioners 

Enclosure  3  -  Letter  from  Hermiston  Police  Chief 

Enclosure  4  -  Letter  from  Benton  County  Emergency  Management 

Enclosure  5  -  Letter  from  Calhoun  County,  Alat)ama,  Emergency  Management 

Enclosure  6  -  Newspaper  Clipping  Indicating  Sirens  will  be  Installed  by  the  End  of  1992 

Enclosure  7  ■  FEMA  April  15,  1993,  OCX  Findings 

Enclosure  8  -  Letter  from  OEM  Stating  FEMA  Policy  on  EOC  Costs 

Enclosure  9  -  Letter  to  FEMA  Requesting  Additional  Funds 

Enclosure  10  -  Letter  Requesting  Contractor  Cost  Reviews  Reduction 

Enclosure  1 1  -  Jim  Lynch's  Letter  to  Vice  President  Gore's  National  Performance  Review 
Committee 

Enclosure  12  -  Umatilla  County  School  Protective  Action  Strategy 

Enclosure  13  -  Morrow  County  School  Protective  Action  Strategy 

Enclosure  14  -  FEMA  April  15,  1993,  DCX  Findings 

14A  -  County  Computer  Service  Manager  Assessment  of  IBS 

Enclosure  15  -  Letter  Informing  Umatilla  County  CSEPP  Funding  Cut 

Enclosure  16  -  Umatilla  County  Letter  Protesting  Cuts  in  CSEPP  Budget 

Enclosure  17  -  OEM  Letter  to  FEf^  Discussing  FY'92  Funding  Cut 

Enclosure  18  -  FEMA  Civil  Preparedness  Guide  1-3  Funding  Formula 


The  enclosures  are  filed  for  the  record  in  the  subcommittee  office. 
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Mr.  Synar.  Thank  you,  Mr,  Beard.  I  think  your  recommenda- 
tions at  the  very  end  of  your  statement  are  very  helpful  to  this 
committee,  and  I  was  going  to  ask  you  about  them  if  you  didn't  talk 
about  them. 

You  said  you  thought  all  standards  and  guidelines  should  be  is- 
sued within  the  next  6  months,  and,  as  you  are  aware,  only  6  of 
the  13  standards  have  been  issued  and  because  of  that  the  protec- 
tive gear,  medical  readiness,  decontamination  capabilities,  and  oth- 
ers are  still  pending. 

Now,  the  Army  is  going  to  come  up  and  tell  us  right  after  you 
that  they  were  being  held  up  pending  the  results  of  the  potential 
offsite  contamination  study.  I  guess  I  need  to  ask  you,  do  you  think 
it  is  wise  to  wait  for  those  results  before  we  start  acting? 

Mr.  Beard.  I  think  that  we  need  to  begin  to  take  initial  steps 
now.  I  believe  you  are  referring  to  the  Myerski  study,  and  the 
Myerski  study  was  holding  up  our  request  to  provide  protective 
overpressurization  for  our  schools  that  were  immediately  at  risk  in 
the  Town  of  Irrigon.  They  are  approximately  3  miles  from  the  depot 
fence. 

The  initial  study  performed  indicated  it  was  one  of  four  commu- 
nities where  the  potential  existed  for  oflFsite  deposition  of  liquid 
agent.  The  restudy,  as  we  understand  it,  is  going  to  apply  stand- 
ards which  were  not  as  conservative  as  the  original  test.  So,  with 
looser  standards,  it  is  our  belief  that  the  situation  could  only  in- 
crease the  possibility  of  liquid  deposition  rather  than  decrease  it. 
So  in  that  case  we  think  it  is  prudent. 

The  other  reason  we  pushed  ahead  so  aggressively  in  this  area 
is,  we  are  driven  to  meet  the  funding  cycle  which  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment uses.  We  have  to  have  our  budget  submitted  in  time  to  be 
included  in  the  Federal  fiscal  year  that  nms  from  October.  If  we 
don't  have  our  studies  done  in  time  they  miss  that  funding  window 
and  we  look  at  another  year's  delay.  So  we  think  we  cannot  af- 
ford— at  those  critical  facilities,  we  need  to  get  on  with  the  job. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  White,  let  me  ask  you  a  question.  We  heard  ear- 
lier today  that  it  is  extremely  remote  anything  could  happen  at  one 
of  these  sites,  1  chance  in  100  million.  Does  that  information  give 
you  any  added  leverage  with  your  local  community  that  you  rep- 
resent, or  the  communities  that  you  represent  here  today,  to  accept 
maybe  more  limited  preparedness  activities? 

Mr.  White.  I  think  the  communities  in  the  CSEPP  areas,  and 
Anniston  specifically,  understand  the  threat  probably  better  than 
many  others.  Families  work  there.  It  is  a  large  employer.  They 
have  worked  around  chemicals  and  chemical  munitions  for  a  num- 
ber of  years,  so  their  acceptance  of  that  is  probably  more  favorable 
than  many  locations. 

As  far  as  the  threat  is  concerned  and  its  chance  of  happening, 
our  problems  are  in  many  communities  emergency  management  co- 
ordinators indicate  that  you  have  significant  hazards.  You  have 
fixed  industry  with  chemicals,  very  highly  toxic.  At  the  depot  you 
have  a  depot  there  that  has  24-hour-a-day  manning,  security, 
fences,  and  all  the  precautions,  yet  I  am  not  getting  any  funds  to 
prepare  for  the  chemicals  that  are  out  there  at  the  plants  or  on  the 
highways. 
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So,  yes,  there  is  some  disparity  there.  But  as  far  as  making  com- 
parisons, I  cannot.  Our  mcindate  is  to  provide  the  provisions  of  the 
pubHc  law  under  maximum  protection. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Beard,  asking  you  the  same  question,  the  1  out 
of  100  million  remote  chance  of  this  happening  doesn't  give  you  any 
leverage  for  less  preparedness,  does  it? 

Mr.  Beard.  This  is  a  new  figure  to  me.  I  had  not  heard  that  in 
our  preparations.  However,  I  believe  that  addresses  just  the  stor- 
age of  the  mimitions  and  does  not  look  at  the — it  looks  only  at  the 
chance  of  a  random  external  event  causing  it,  ignoring  the  likely, 
equally  remote  possibility,  however,  that  there  could  be  a  delib- 
erate internal  accident,  or  not  accident,  but  action  of  a  disgruntled 
employee,  something  in  that  category,  which,  of  course,  would  in- 
crease the  risk. 

I  also  view  this  as  a  grace  period  we  are  in.  As  long  as  the  weap- 
ons are  in  the  igloos,  we  have  a  high  degree  of  assurance  that  the 
chance  is  remote.  As  we  begin  to  move  toward  the  destruction  of 
those  weapons,  whatever  technology  is  eventually  adopted,  I  think 
that  that  risk  is  going  to  increase,  and  I  think  that  it  is  only  pru- 
dent that  we  be  prepared. 

Because  I  view  this  program  of  preparing  for  protection  while 
they  are  still  in  storage  as  part  and  parcel  of  the  ultimate  destruc- 
tion process,  which  is  driven  by  treaties  and  will  occur  at  some 
point  in  the  future.  Until  that  is  accomplished,  I  think  the  other 
cannot  go  forward. 

Mr.  Synar.  One  final  question  to  you,  Mr.  Beard,  in  this  round. 
Your  testimony  includes  a  letter  on  CSEPP  from  a  police  chief  in 
Hermiston,  OR.  He  states  that  some  of  the  money  has  been  spent 
on  equipment  used  for  other  municipal  purposes,  like  a  fax  ma- 
chine used  by  the  police  department.  He  also  mentions  a  never 
used  computer  which  is  networked  with  the  State  agency  in  the 
county;  but  he  says  "It  just  sits  there." 

And,  Mr.  White,  I  understand  from  the  FEMA  personnel  in  Ala- 
bama, CSEPP  wanted  to  require  state-of-the-art  800  megahertz 
communication  systems  to  deal  with  emergencies  at  the  cost  of  $31 
million.  I  get  the  impression  here  we  are  goldplating  this  thing. 
Tell  me  I  am  wrong. 

Mr.  White.  To  address  the  overall  provisions  for  what  has  been 
given  to  the  State,  in  our  case,  we  have  gained  a  lot  of  capabilities, 
equipment,  sirens,  that  give  us  a  lot  of  capability  to  be  used  in  case 
there  is  a  chemical  release. 

Mr.  Synar.  But  you  don't  have  one  siren  on  £iny  one  location  that 
is  being  worked;  you  have  some  high-tech  computers  which  GAO 
testified  earlier  do  not  work. 

Mr.  White.  Our  integrated  baseline  system,  our  computer  sys- 
tem, was  used  during  our  full-scale  exercise  in  May;  and  we  are 
working  to  try  to  make  it  more  capable.  Our  siren  system  installa- 
tion groundwork — ground-breaking  ceremony  starts  in  a  few  days, 
and  we  hope  to  have  our  siren  system  in  very  soon. 

But  the  hot  lines  that  we  have  installea  we  can  use  for  other 
purposes  to  cut  down  on  expenses;  the  communications  systems 
that  we  have  proposed  have  been  funded  hopefully  for  1994  and 
1995.  Right  now,  those  communities  and  responders  cannot  talk  to 
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each  other.  In  many  cases,  firemen  cannot  talk  to  policemen  in  the 
immediate  response  zone. 

Mr.  Synar.  You  are  telling  me  $31  million,  in  the  800  megahertz 
communication  systems,  and  you  all  cannot  communicate  between 
communities? 

Mr.  White.  There  have  been  no  communications  installed  as  yet. 
The  proposal  is  for 

Mr.  Synar.  What  did  we  get  for  the  $31  million? 

Mr.  White.  The  allocation  of  funds,  we  have  been  told,  is  for 
around  $13  million  over  2  fiscal  years;  and  the  system  has  not  been 
engineered  as  yet,  no,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Beard,  what  about  you? 

Mr.  Beard.  The  comment  about  the  computer  system  is  correct. 
We  have  got  several  pieces  of  equipment  that  are  gathering  dust. 
Some  of  them  do  not  have  software  to  even  put  in  them. 

Mr.  Synar.  Are  we  goldplating  this  program? 

Mr.  Beard.  Some  areas,  I  would  say  yes. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mrs.  Maloney,  did  you  have  something  you  wanted 
to  add  quickly? 

Mrs.  Maloney.  You  mentioned  the  siren  system  was  up  and 
working  now?  Is  the  siren  system  working? 

Mr.  White.  In  our  State,  the  ground  breaking  for  the  installation 
of  the  siren  system  is  a  few  weeks  away,  and  it  will  be  installed 
around  the  turn  of  the  year;  but  it  is  not  there.  Nothing  is  in  place 
at  the  present  time.  We  have  engineered  it,  we  have  been  given 
funds  by  FEMA  and  the  Army,  and  the  contract  has  been  awarded, 
yes. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  OK,  That  is  it. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Hastert. 

Mr.  Hastert.  In  previous  testimony,  GAO  stated  that  the  com- 
mittee systems,  the  committees  and  subcommittees,  that  cause  a 
loggerhead  that  slows  down  the  process. 

Does  the  existing  management  approach  yield  consensus  deci- 
sions or  does  it  serve  to  bottleneck  the  process?  What  is  your  expe- 
rience, Mr.  White? 

Mr.  White.  The  subcommittees  that  study  to  work  up  the  stand- 
ards and  present  them  to  the  steering  committee  in  many  cases 
have  been  slow  in  developing,  and  that  contribution  is  there  be- 
cause we  have  insisted  to  have  a  voice  in  it,  so  State  and  locals 
have  a  representative  on  each  one  of  those  subcommittees. 

Now,  the  cumbersome  process  that  is  portrayed  is  probably  true, 
but  at  the  same  time  we  feel — because  it  is  new,  it  has  not  been 
something  that  we  have  had  a  track  record  on  before — that  you 
have  to  get  that  consensus  there  fi*om  all  the  parties. 

I  think  the  steering  committees,  FEMA  and  Army,  have  got  to 
hammer  down  on  those  folks  to  bring  forth  some  more  speedy  con- 
clusions to  the  work  they  have  been  given. 

Mr.  Hastert.  We  are  all  familiar  with  committee  work  around 
here  and  getting  a  consensus  sometimes.  Seriously,  even  trying  to 
put  together  a  piece  of  legislation  among  people  who  think  alike  is 
not  very  simple. 

So  are  you  saying  that  requiring  consensus  sometimes  stretches 
things  out  before  you  get  a  consensus,  timewise? 
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Mr.  White.  Yes,  sir,  but  at  the  same  time  you  have  to  ask  every- 
body; get  CDC  involved.  And  CDC's  role  in  this  thing,  as  you  will 
probably  see  and  hear  from  their  statement,  is  to  say,  hey,  folks, 
vou  may  have  overstated  some  of  this  hazard.  And  I  think  that  has 
been  contributed  to  by  every  Federal  element  when  we  are  trying 
to  come  up  with  the  standards. 

As  you  know,  when  you  get  the  standards  written,  they  equate 
to  dollars;  and  we  are  there  to  make  sure  that  we  get  the  capabili- 
ties based  on  the  standards  which  are  based  on  the  public  law. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Mr.  Beard,  would  you  care  to  comment  on  that 
question? 

Mr.  Beard.  I  believe  that  the  Army  is  the  agency  that  is  funding 
it,  and  they  should  be  taking  the  lead,  requesting  input;  but  there 
are  certain  areas  where  I  think  consensus  can  be  achieved  rapidly, 
areas 

Mr.  Hastert.  What  is  your  experience? 

Mr.  Beard.  Our  experience  is  that  nc-thing  has  been  accom- 
plished through  this  process.  It  just  seems  to  drag  out  forever.  And 
when  we  think  we  have  reached  consensus,  you  go  back  to  the  next 
meeting  and  you  find  out  a  change  has  been  made  again  and  they 
have  decided  to  reevaluate  something  that  you  had  nailed  down  or 
already  were  moving  out  on. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Hastert,  Mrs.  Maloney  would  like  you  to  yield. 

Mr.  Hastert.  I  would  be  glad  to  yield. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Well,  no,  I  wanted  to  be  added  to  the  list  to  ask 
questions;  I  don't  want  to  interrupt  my  distinguished  colleague. 

Mr.  Synar.  OK. 

Mr.  Hastert.  I  will  reclaim  my  time. 

This  process,  then,  goes  through — ^it  would  seem  that  all  six  or 
seven  communities,  eight  commimities  in  the  United  States  that 
are  going  through  this  thing  all  have  their  kind  of  unique  issues 
of  which  they  want  consensus;  and  at  the  same  time,  do  you  sense 
that  FEMA  and  the  Army  are  trying  to  put  some  uniformity  on  this 
process. 

Mr.  Beard,  I  think  that  they  are  trying  to  apply  it  as  much  as 
they  can  to  a  common  format  at  every  installation.  While  there  are 
some  common  principles  that  should  be  applied,  we  need  consider- 
able flexibility  at  the  local  level  because  the  challenges  facing  the 
depot  at  Anniston  are  different  than  ours.  He  has  a  high  urban 
population;  I  have  a  tremendous  time-distance  problem  with  a 
much  smaller  population,  but  terrain  and  ethnic  problems,  that,  he 
does  not  face. 

So  we  need  to  be  able  to  have  flexibility  within  these  common 
principles  that  should  guide  us. 

Mr.  Hastert.  So  it  is  awfully  tough  to  have  a  uniform  program 
developed  in  eight  different  communities  and  if  this  1  in  100  mil- 
lion, or  whatever  the  odds  are,  happens,  then  each  community  has 
to  respond  in  a  different  way.  You  have  different  needs.  You  even 
say  you  have  different  ethnic  types  of  mixes.  It  is  frustrating,  I 
would  guess. 

Mr.  Beard.  If  you  have  an  urban  mass  transit  system,  that  can 
be  employed  in  part  of  your  evacuation  planning.  We  were  re- 
quested to  identify  all  of  the  taxis,  bus  services,  and  other  means 
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of  mass  transportation.  In  Morrow  County,  we  don't  have  a  single 
stoplight,  so  it  is  totally  inappropriate  to  what  we  are  trying  to  do. 

Mr.  Hastert.  People  won't  get  held  up  in  traffic,  at  least,  getting 
out  of  town. 

Another  question  on  this  issue:  What  risk  do  the  people  in  your 
communities  perceive  that  there  is? 

Mr.  Beard.  I  think  that  the  people  in  our  communities  know 
that  there  is  a  risk,  and  thev  accept  it.  They  are,  for  the  most  part, 
pretty  hardy,  rugged  individualist-type  people  to  begin  with.  But  it 
has  been  a  fact  of  life.  We  have  had  excellent  working  relationships 
with  the  depot. 

The  thing  that  will  change  is  when  the  destruction  process  be- 
gins, and  that  is  a  new  element  in  this  equation.  I  think  if  we  were 
going  to  leave  them  in  the  igloos  indefinitely,  probabW  it  would  not 
have  become  much  of  an  issue,  but  now  it  is  sort  oi  like  we  have 
opened  Pandora's  box;  it  is  out,  and  we  have  to  deal  with  it  now. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Mr.  White. 

Mr.  White.  Yes,  our  viewpoints  are  we  have  a  demographic  sur- 
vey that  has  been  funded  to  determine  do  you  want  tone-alert  ra- 
dios in  your  home,  yes  or  no?  What  is  your  position  on  this  so  that 
we  can  get  our  final  plans  written?  When  we  get  that  survey  com- 
pleted, we  will  be  able  to  analyze  how  our  population  feels. 

Generally,  in  the  Anniston  area,  people  are  pretty  well  up  front 
to  accept  the  risks  that  are  there;  but  again,  as  you  reveal  it  and 
talk  more  about  it,  then  you  heighten  the  awareness  and  sensitiv- 
ity of  the  public.  So  there  is  an  unknown  down  the  road  in  that 
regard. 

Mr.  Hastert.  If  the  chairman  would  indulge  me  just  a  second, 
let  me  ask  one  more  question. 

What  if  your  results  are  that  half  the  people  want  tone-alert  ra- 
dios and  half  don't?  Do  you  have  to  get  a  consensus  in  the  commu- 
nity now? 

Talking  about  consensus  in  committees,  you  are  in  an  even 
tougher  situation.  How  would  you  proceed? 

Mr.  White.  We  will  provide  the  tone-alert  radios  in  homes  and 
businesses  that  request  it.  If  thev  say  they  do  not  want  it,  we  will 
not  force  it  upon  them.  Logistically,  it  is  a  nightmare,  of  course,  to 
keep  up  with  the  moves  and  maintenance  on  the  battery  issue.  Per- 
haps FEMA  will  address  that.  It  was  discussed  earlier,  but  that 
will  be  a  big  maintenance  program  once  we  get  the  tone-alert  ra- 
dios installed  in  all  those  homes  and  businesses. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Synar.  Thank  you. 

Mr,  Sanders. 

Mr,  Sanders.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

It  is  safe  to  say,  I  think,  what  we  are  hearing  is  we  have  a  run- 
away bureaucracy  which  is  wasting  huge  amounts  of  money  where 
people  are  unable  to  communicate  with  one  another.  One  of  the  ad- 
vantages of  hearings  like  this,  where  we,  in  fact,  admittedly,  are 
not  experts,  is  we  ask  the  questions  the  average  taxpayer  would 
ask.  Not  being  experts,  we  ask  those  questions. 

So  we  want  to  know,  for  example,  why  is  it  so  difficult  to  provide 
protective  gear  to  people?  Maybe  you  can  help  me  out  on  that. 
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What  is  so  very,  very  complicated  about  that  process?  Why  can't  we 
determine  what  is  needed,  go  out,  purchase  it,  and  provide  it? 

Mr.  White.  Well,  the  OSHA  issue  that  was  presented  earlier — 
and  I  think  FEMA  and  Army  can  address  that,  but  let  me  get  down 
to  a  more  practical  approach — if  the  deposition  is  not  going  to  get 
off  the  post,  the  liquia  deposition,  and  the  study  is  conclusive  of 
that,  then  we  should  not  buy  all  the  protective  equipment  that 
would  be  needed  around  the  sites;  if  that  is  for  sure.  And  when 
that  comes,  we  will  be  able  to  say  we  have  been  justified  in  holding 
the  standard  up  on  protective  equipment,  which  FEMA  and  Army 
have  decided  to  do. 

Mr.  Sanders.  How  long  does  it  take  to  make  that  determination? 

Mr.  White.  We  hope  to  have  that  decision  by  the  turn  of  the 
year, 

Mr.  Sanders.  How  many  years  have  we  been  working  on  that 

issue? 

Mr,  White.  I  think  we  are  in  the  second  year  on  that  issue. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Mr.  Beard,  did  you  want  to  comment  on  that? 

Mr,  Beard,  I  think  there  is  another  aspect  that  also  needs  to  be 
looked  at  in  emergency  response  at  the  local  level,  and  that  is  not 
everyone  believes  or  trusts  science  or  computer  models.  And  I  think 
even  if  it  is  nothing  but  a  placebo  factor,  to  have  the  availability 
of  that  clothing  to  the  people  we  are  asking  to  put  their  lives  at 
risk,  who  are  volunteers,  that  are  doing  this  on  behalf  of  their  com- 
munity, for  the  marginal  price  of  including  that  for  the  person  that 
is  putting  his  life  at  risk  for  his  neighbors,  that  we  are  assuring 
him  maximum  protection,  I  think  it  is  worthwhile. 

And,  in  our  case,  we  think  we  are  one  of  the  sites  that  has  al- 
ready been  identified  as  having  the  potential  for  the  deposition,  so 
we  say,  let's  get  on  with  it. 

Mr,  Sanders.  Is  it  costing  us  more  money  to  determine  what 
kind  of  clothing  and  how  much  should  go  out  than  actually  going 
out  and  buying  the  damn  clothing  in  the  first  place? 

Mr,  Beard,  I  would  assume,  yes,  based  on  contract  estimates. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Probably  save  a  lot  of  money  if  you  would  just  go 
out  and  buy  the  clothing;  right?  Or  is  that  too  simple  an  expla- 
nation? 

Mr,  White,  If  the  allocation  and  decision  is  made  to  release  the 
standard  to  buy  it,  we  have  to  buy  it  at  the  local  level,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Sanders.  If  we  are  going  to  spend  X  millions  of  dollars  doing 
studies  to  determine  what  is  needed  and  a  much  smaller  amount 
by  making  a  determination  and  iust  going  out,  wouldn't  it  be  sim- 
pler and  more  cost  effective  to  do  the  latter?  Are  we  not  wasting 
huge  amounts  of  money  unnecessarily? 

Mr.  White.  In  this  area,  I  again  would  recommend  prudence.  We 
are  close  to  the  time  of  getting  decision  on  it.  Many  of  the  States 
and  locals  have  projected  in  their  1994  budget  dollars  for  that.  I 
think  FEMA,  Army,  if  they  say,  yes,  we  are  going  to  give  you  a 
standard  for  it,  that  they  will  allocate  some  start  money  for  us  to 
do  it. 

And  as  Mr,  Beard  indicates,  and  others,  I  think  we  need  to  have 
some  capabilities,  like  decontamination.  If  it  doesn't  go  off— what 
if  it  did?  A  small  chance.  So  FEMA  and  Army  have  said,  I  will  give 
you  four  decontamination  facilities  on  the  east,  west,  north,  south 
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quadrants  of  your  site,  which  I  think  was  a  good  decision  for  a 
what-if  situation. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Thank  you,  gentlemen. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Mica. 

Mr.  Mica.  Is  it  possible  to  tell  me  how  much  money  has  gone  into 
each  State  or — I  guess  you  have  one  facility  per  State — ^for  the  two 
States  involved  here,  Oregon  and  Alabama? 

Mr.  White.  In  the  State  of  Alabama,  I  have  records  to  show 
where  every  dollar  has  been  allocated,  by  county,  by  function,  and 
can  make  it  a  matter  of  record  if  you  so  desire. 

Mr.  Mica.  Can  you  give  me  an  estimate  of  how  much  of  the  $187 
million  has  gone  into 

Mr.  White.  All  the  records  show  right  now,  for  all  the  sirens  and 
items  that  have  been  fimded,  around  $16  million.  I  can  give  you 
the  specific  dollars  as  a  matter  of  record,  as  I  indicated. 

[The  information  can  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 

Mr.  Mica.  Now,  let's  see,  you  are  Alabama? 

Mr.  White.  Alabama. 

Mr.  Mica.  So  you  have  gotten  $16  million.  And  Oregon? 

Mr.  Beard.  I  can't  speak  on  behalf  of  the  State  office.  I  don't 
know  how  much  they  have  received.  I  do  know  at  the  coimtv  level 
we  have  actually  received  approximately  $320,000  to  date,  tnat  we 
have  received  in  reimbursement  checks.  I  have  outstanding  ap- 
proximately $75,000  for  reimbursements,  plus  the  generator  which 
I  have  not  figured  out  how  to  pay  for  yet. 

So  we  try  to  be  scrupulously  honest  in  our  accounting  at  the  local 
level.  Additionally,  we  are  out  approximately  $63,0CH[)  in  county 
general  revenue  funds  which  were  directly  contributed  to  the  CSEP 
program  to  get  the  EOC  project  off  the  ground. 

Mr.  Mica.  So  out  of  $187  million — and  you  all  have  about  20  per- 
cent of  the  stockpile — ^you  have  gotten  $16.5  million  out  of  that  di- 
rectly to  your  States  or  localities,  approximately? 

Mr.  White.  Ours  is  about  $16,769,910  for  our  population,  which 
is  a  high  density  area,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Mica.  Well,  if  these  chemical  weapons  could  be  moved  safely, 
would  that  be  an  option  to  have — I  mean,  would  you  all  opt  for 
those  to  come  out  of  your  communities? 

Mr.  White.  The  programmatic  environmental  impact  study  that 
was  conducted  by  Army,  r.nd  Army  signed  off  a  decision  on,  con- 
cluded that  these  would  be  burned  in  place;  and  as  a  matter  of 
record,  no,  sir,  we  would  not  concur  with  the  movement  of  them 
into  or  out  of  our  community. 

Mr.  Mica.  What  about  Oregon? 

Mr.  Beard.  Of  course,  I  am  not  authorized  to  speak  on  behalf  of 
the  State.  I  think  that  we  have  had  at  the  local  level  accepted  that 
they  will  be  destroyed  by  whatever  technology  is  eventually  adopt- 
ed onsite  at  the  depot. 

Mr.  Mica.  It  seems  sort  of  like  a  classic  example.  On  my  last 
point  here  I  started  making  a  list  of  the  different  compliance  re- 
quirements. You  said — I  have  heard  OSHA,  of  course;  EPA,  FEMA, 
your  State  and  local  regulations,  you  have  an  EPCRA,  you  have  a 
public  law.  Public  Law  99-145;  you  have  technical  manuals  from 
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Oak  Ridge;  you  have  another  public  law.  All  these  mandates  are 
coming  together. 

So  the  purpose  for  which  we  started  out  with  187,  which  was  to 
help  you  all,  has  been  spent  over  and  above  on  all  these  pie  in  the 
sky,  gold-plate  things  that  the  chairman  talks  about,  and  you  are 
sitting  there  holding  bills  due.  Is  that  a  fair  analysis  for  both  of 
you? 

Mr.  Beard.  It  is  correct  in  our  area. 

Mr.  Mica.  Your  bills  are  paid  in  your  instance? 

Mr.  White.  They  certainly  better  be,  sir. 

Yes,  sir,  we  have  made  sure  all  our  contract  initiatives  are  done 
in  accordance  with  the  State  bid  law  and  that  all  purchases  have 
been  preauthorized,  by  FEMA,  as  part  of  a  line  item  in  the  budget. 

Mr.  Mica.  But  the  final  point,  it  just  kind  of  stuns  me  that  a 
simple  communication  warning  system  cannot  be  devised.  I  have 
been  in  the  commimications  business,  and  I  built  cellular  systems. 
I  have  been  part  of  a  paging  thing.  We  just  heard  the  ^y  s  page 
go  off  here.  You  can  build  a  neat  system  for  several  million  dollars 
and  supply  everybody  with  pagers  tor  warning. 

It  sounds  like  the  whole  thing  has  gotten  totally  out  of  hand,  and 
the  original  purpose  to  provide  some  warning  or  assistance  to  peo- 
ple has  been  lost. 

Mr.  White.  The  separate  standards  for  warning  svstems,  as  op- 
posed to  communication  systems,  define  exactly  what  we  are  to 
provision  for.  The  warning  systems  are  pretty  standard;  noise.  Be 
able  to  give  a  prescripted  message  or  a  live  message  to  the  popu- 
lation. 

Tone-alert  radios  is  a  big  one,  in  the  sense  that  you  have  to  be 
able  to  put  them  inside  where  the  siren  might  not  be  heard,  and 
the  standards  are  written  on  which  that  should  be  done. 

As  far  as  communications,  yes,  we  have  pagers  and  devices  to 
alert  our  staffs  and  responders.  The  communications  proposal  that 
we  have  up  is  an  800-megahertz  trunking  system  that  allows  all 
the  people  to  talk  together.  That  is  considered  by  everyone  in  the 
communications  business  as  the  ultimate  in  making  sure  you  can 
communicate. 

Mr.  Mica.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mrs.  Maloney. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Earlier,  Mr.  Warren  testified  that  he  had  tremendous  difficulty 
in  gaining  management  and  accountability  reports  from  States,  and 
I  was  pleased  to  hear,  Mr.  White,  that  you  have  a  complete  and 
total  accounting  of  every  dollar  and  how  it  was  spent.  Did  you 
make  this  information  available  to  Mr.  Warren  in  his  GAO  report? 

Earlier,  he  testified  he  could  not  gain  the  information  on  how 
States  were  spending  their  dollars. 

Mr.  White.  I  have  had  a  nmning  account,  as  program  manager, 
for  the  dollars  spent,  by  year,  by  county,  and  I  do  not  believe  tnat 
we  were  asked  for  all  tne  specifics.  But  we  were,  I  think,  provided 
a  question  of  the  total  and  that  was  provided  to  GAO.  But  it  is  not 
something  new;  it  is  an  ongoing  management  approach  we  have 
had  in  our  program. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mrs.  Maloney,  you  might  ask  him  if  FEMA  or  the 
Army  has  ever  asked  for  that  information. 
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Mr.  White.  Our  FEMA  region  out  of  Atlanta  really  checks  our 
expenditures,  and  they  have  mEinaged  rather,  in  some  cases,  too 
much,  in  the  minds  of  some,  what  we  are  spending.  But  FEMA  has 
always  been  aware  of  what  we  have  been  given  and  how  we  are 
spending  it,  and  we  interact  with  them  on  a  quarterly  basis  on 
quarterly  reports  that  Army  and  FEMA  are  also  provided  on  how 
that  money  is  being  spent. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  In  your  opinion,  why  would  Mr.  Warren  issue  a 
report  saying  that  he  could  not  gain  tnis  information  from  States, 
since  it  has  been  available? 

Mr.  White.  I  can't  speak  for  his  asking  the  other  States  for  it, 
but  we  have  it  available  and  can  make  it  a  matter  of  record. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  You  are  saying  GAO  did  not  even  ask  for  a  com- 
plete accounting;  only  a  total? 

Mr.  White.  Just  the  total  figures  that  had  been  spent;  and  I 
think  that  had  been  shared  with  them  by  other  parties  prior  to 
that.  But  I  don't  think  their  mandate  was,  at  that  time,  as  I  under- 
stood it,  to  go  with  every  functional  breakout  of  it;  but  I  am  not 
trying  to  speak  for  GAO. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Likewise,  he  testified  about  the  contract  speci- 
fication for  a  7-year  battery.  He  also  mentioned  that  it  was  not 
available  in  the  United  States,  was  not  manufactured  in  the  United 
States  or  domestically  available. 

I  am  pleased  to  hear  your  sirens  and  radios  are  ready  to  go,  or 
contracts  are  ready  to  go.  I  am  just  curious,  where  did  you  find  the 
7-year  battery? 

Mr.  White.  We  have  not  found  it  yet,  but  we  have  been  told  that 
there  is — we  are  told  there  is,  yes — and  I  think  FEMA  can  amplify 
on  it — ^yes,  there  is  a  way  to  assure  that  the  battery  would  last  that 
long  or  longer.  And  we  applaud  that,  primarily  because  can  you 
imagine  the  cost  of  trying  to  get  logistics  officers  at  every  site  and 
every  county  chasing  around  to  recharge  batteries?  And  it  is  going 
to  be  a  big  problem  the  way  it  is. 

So  we  hope  that  is  true  and  we  look  forward  to  putting  our  con- 
tract out  soon  using  that  7-vear-plus  battery. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Everybody  seems  to  recharge  their  batteries.  We 
have  done  it  in  most  of  our  other  infrastructure  in  this  country. 
How  are  they  going  to  recharge — you  say  it  is  a  7-year  battery,  and 
there  is  a  means  of  assuring  it?  What  is  the  means  of  assuring  the 
7  years;  can  you  be  a  little  clearer? 

Mr.  White.  I  will  defer  to  FEMA  on  that  particular  item,  but  I 
understand  it  is  a  trickle  charge  in  the  sense  that  it  is  a  nicad  bat- 
tery and  it  would  recharge  itself  on  an  electrical  source. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Is  this  a  new  battery  that  is  manufactured  or  one 
that  we  have  out  on  the  market  now? 

Mr.  White.  Not  being  flippant,  but  it  may  be  the  rabbit  that  goes 
forever  and  ever. 

I  don't  know,  ma'am,  but  FEMA  should  have  that  answer  for  us; 
and  we  have  asked  for  assistance  in  giving  that  to  our  local  govern- 
ments as  well. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Synar.  We  are  puzzled  up  here,  listening  to  this  testimony, 
that  if  you  have  the  information  where  the  expenditures  have  been 
made  and  that  FEMA  and  Army  are  aware  of  that,  at  least  in  your 
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region,  as  you  pointed  out,  why  GAO  couldn't  find  it,  so  we  will  ask 
GAO  in  later  questions  and  we  will  also  ask  FEMA  when  they  get 
up  here,  and  they  had  better  be  prepared  to  answer  whether  or  not 
they  keep  those  records  so  that  people  could  have  found  them. 

Mr.  Beard,  do  you  think  the  program's  division  of  resources  is  ar- 
bitrary? You  heard  my  numbers  earlier.  He  is  getting  a  lot  more 
Federal  people  for  less  stockpile  than  you  are  getting  in  Oregon.  Do 
you  think  that  is  fair  or  do  you  think  it  is  arbitrary? 

Mr.  Beard.  I  think  it  is  a  reflection  of  the  reality  of  how  the  po- 
litical system  works.  I  think  some  States  and  their  communities 
have  been  more  aggressive  in  getting  involved  to  ensure  that  their 
resources  flow;  and  there  has  not  been  any  sort  of  proportionally- 
based  system  to  say,  because  you  have  a  certain  percentage  of  the 
stockpile,  vou  should  get  this  much  of  the  resources. 

Inside  tnat,  even  some  of  the  agents  are  less  deadly  than  others. 
Some  are  stored  just  in  bulk  in  mustard,  for  example,  whereas  at 
our  particular  depot  we  have  approximately  12  percent — we  have 
every  agent,  essentially,  that  is  in  the  stockpile  in  every  munition, 
including  the  most  dangerous  one,  the  M55  rockets,  which  are  di- 
luted with  2  by  4,  where  the  propellant,  the  explosives  charge  and 
the  agent  are  all  contained  in  one  munition. 

Mr.  Synar.  You  also  mentioned,  Mr.  Beard,  at  the  very  end  of 
your  testimony,  you  would  like  a  division  of  two-thirds  to  one-third, 
with  one-third  going  to  the  State  and  the  rest  to  the  local  commu- 
nities. Did  you  have  some  basis  for  that  kind  of  division? 

Mr.  Beard.  That  would  reflect  another  program  that  FEMA  cur- 
rently has  in  place  to  provide  funding  to  local  communities  to  re- 
spond to  any  range  of  hazards.  And  that  is  one  of  their  planning 
guidance  documents.  Civil  Preparedness  Guide  3-1,  and  it  stipu- 
lates their  basic  formula  is,  at  a  minimum,  of  two-thirds  of  tnat 
grant  money  for  the  other  types  of  hazards  should  be  spent  in  that 
way,  and  I  think  that  would  be  an  appropriate  system  to  build  on. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Hastert. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  to  leave,  I  have  another  ap- 
pointment, but  would  you  please  keep  the  record  open  for  addi- 
tional information. 

Mr.  Synar.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  White,  I  will  ask  unanimous  consent  to  enter 
into  the  record  a  letter  from  James  Bennett,  the  director  of  the  Cal- 
houn County  Emergency  Management  Agency  in  Anniston,  AL. 

[The  information  can  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Bennett  seems  to  say  in  this  letter  that  the 
decisionmakers  at  the  Federal  and  State  levels  are  out  of  touch 
with  the  basic  needs  at  the  local  governments  which  have  contrib- 
uted to  the  delays,  the  frustrations,  and  mistrust.  He  also  men- 
tioned the  intra  and  interagency  squabbling  that  goes  on  routinely 
in  this  program  has  been  devastating. 

Obviously,  from  what  we  have  heard  from  you,  there  is  a  lot  of 
frustration  on  the  part  of  local  governments.  Do  you  have  sugges- 
tions on  how  to  lessen  those  tensions? 

Mr.  Beard.  Well,  I  think  if  we  had  FEMA  formulas  in  place  on 
how  the  money  was  to  be  spent,  that  would  eliminate  any  tempta- 
tion to  try  to  use  the  program  as  a  cash  cow.  As  I  think  is  increas- 
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ingly  evident,  tax  dollars  are  becoming  scarcer  and  scarcer.  Any- 
body sees  any  program  out  there  as  a  potential  source  to  replace 
other  programs  that  are  being  phased  out  or  cut  back.  So  I  mink 
this  would  ensure  there  is  no  opportunity  for  that  to  occur. 

I  think  the  personnel  would,  of  course,  prevent  the  chance  of 
other  people  replacing  people  at  State  agencies  that  would  more 
appropriately  be  used  at  the  local  level.  And  I  think  that  also  the 
States  have  an  important  role  to  play  in  the  CSEP  program  that 
is  primarily  in  recovery  and  restoration  operations  after  the  acci- 
dent has  happened,  not  in  the  immediate  response  phase;  and  that 
is  where  their  concentration  should  be  placed.  And  to  date,  at  least 
in  our  case,  I  don't  think  that  that  has  occurred  yet.  We  still  know 
virtually  nothing  at  that  level  of  what  we  would  do  after  an  acci- 
dent. 

I  think  that  you  are  right,  there  are  legitimate  concerns.  We 
have  more  people  in  our  State  office  than  we  do  in  the  two  counties 
combined. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  White,  is  there  anything  you  would  suggest  to 
try  to  lessen  those  tensions? 

Mr.  White.  Mr.  Beard's  comments  are  right  on,  because  getting 
the  standards  out  there  would  eliminate  a  lot  of  the  uncertainty 
and  a  lot  of  the  projections. 

Mr.  Synar.  Do  you  agree  with  him  that  we  could  do  that  in  the 
next  6  months? 

Mr.  White.  We  should  put  a  top  priority  on  getting  them  out.  As 
far  as  the  reentry  is  concerned,  I  have  sympathy  for  those  folks, 
but  the  other  ones,  yes,  I  think  they  are  acnievable,  and  I  would 
hope  the  steering  committee  would  go  in  that  direction. 

Mr.  Synar.  Are  we  too  top  heavy  with  contractors  in  this  pro- 
gram, in  your  opinion? 

Mr.  White.  It  has  been  alleged  that  is  true,  but  at  the  same 
time,  you  look  at  the  staffing  at  the  Army  and  FEMA  levels  and 
at  our  level;  we  used  a  contractor  we  inherited  from  the  Army 
which  was  doing  a  good  job.  I  chose  to  terminate  that,  with  my  di- 
rector's concurrence,  because  we  were  not  far  enough  along  with 
the  studies.  We  may  go  back  to  it. 

There  is  some  area  of  concern  that  the  steering  committee  should 
look  at  to  make  sure  there  is  no  duplication  and  there  are  true 
challenges  given  to  those  contractors  with  deadlines  that  are 
achievable. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Beard,  one  final  question  from  me.  Cut  to  the 
chase,  cut  to  the  bottom  line.  Does  this  program  have  to  cost  $700 
million  to  complete? 

Mr.  Beard.  At  least  from  our  local  perspective  we  have  costed 
out  what  we  think  we  would  need  between  now  and  the  termi- 
nation, with  the  end  of  the  destruction  process;  and  in  our  county 
we  are  looking  at,  including  salaries,  operations,  and  maintenance 
cost,  after  initial  first-time  purchases,  somewhere  around  $3  mil- 
lion for  the  entire  period;  and  that  is  sharing  a  lot  of  expenses  with 
Benton  County,  WA  and  Umatilla  County  to  try  to  keep  costs  at 
a  minimum. 

And  I  think  that  at  least  for  what  it  is  going  to  cost  at  our  local 
level,  we  are  going  to  be  a  very,  very  small  fraction,  and  we  are 
the  actual  service  provider. 
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Mr.  Synar.  Let's  just  say  your  number  is  conservative,  and  that 
at  $3  million,  that  would  be,  in  36  counties,  $108  million:  let's  say 
if  it  was  $5  it  would  be  about  $150  to  $200.  That  is  way  below  the 
$700  million  projection. 

Mr.  Beard.  And  my  figures  are  based  just  on  O&M  costs,  not  the 
purchase  of  equipment,  which  would  be  a  one-time  initial  purchase, 
like  the  sirens  and  the  response  equipment. 

Mr.  Synar.  Yes. 

Mr.  Sanders. 

Mr.  Sanders.  No  further  questions. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mrs.  Maloney. 

Mr.  Mica. 

Mr.  Mica.  One  quick  question. 

There  was,  let's  see,  for  the  Alabama  expenditures,  in  one  of 
these  printouts,  we  had  some  pretty  high  numbers.  Was  that  just 
for  Alabama  or  was  that  for  all  programs? 

What  are  these  forecasts?  It  says  last  forecast  fi'om  Calhoun 
County,  the  jurisdiction  in  which  the  Anniston  Depot  is  located, 
was  as  follows:  It  has  fiscal  year  1995,  $74  million.  Is  that  for  the 
whole  depot  operation?  Or  $17.2  million  in  1996,  $20  million  in 
1997,  $18  milHon  fiscal  year 

Mr.  Synar.  What  are  you  looking  at? 

Mr.  White.  That  figure  you  are  quoting  is  from  their  submission 
on  the  long-range  forecast  using  the  standards  and  projections  that 
they  had.  That  was  for  a  single  county.  The  immediate  response 
zone  county  where  the  depot  was  located. 

Mr.  Mica.  For  your  program? 

Mr.  White.  Their  program,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Mica.  And  it  says  the  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request  is  $40 
million? 

Mr.  White.  That  is  correct.  We  have  tried  to  make  recommenda- 
tions from  the  State,  and  that  has  gone  forward  to  FEMA  at  a  re- 
duced level,  and  I  have  those  figures  for  you  as  far  as  their  budget 
submission  for  1994  is  concerned. 

The  dollar  amount  was  reduced  to — I  do  not  have  it  at  my  finger- 
tips, but  we  reduced  that  amount,  based  on  the  information  that 
we  had,  which  was  down  to  a  little  over  $11  million,  which  in- 
cluded tone-alert  radios,  automation  equipment,  decontamination 
units,  and  the  $344,000  for  protective  clothing  equipment. 

Mr.  Mica.  If  you  could  supply  us  with  the  revised  figures,  I 
would  appreciate  it.  Thank  you. 

[The  information  appears  in  the  appendix.] 

Mr.  Mica.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  sort  of  looks  like — somebody  de- 
scribed it  as  a  cash  cow,  and  a  lot  of  folks  are  trying  to  get  the  milk 
and  some  people  are  at  the  other  end  of  the  cow  getting  the  drop- 
pings here. 

Mr.  Synar.  We  will  leave  it  up  to  the  imagination  of  the  audi- 
ence to  figure  out  which  end  where  we  are. 

Mr.  Sanders.  I  wanted  to  pick  up  on  the  question.  You  just  said 
you  originally  projected  a  need  for  $40  million  in  1996.  Was 
that 

Mr.  White.  1994. 

Mr.  Sanders.  And  you  have  gone  down  to  $11  million? 

Mr.  White.  Yes,  sir. 
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Mr.  Sanders.  What  major  changes  took  place  that  we  saved  the 
taxpayers  $29  million. 

Mr.  White.  We  brought  it  down  to  within  the  standards  and 
what  we  thought  was  achievable,  and  within  the  line,  with  the  cri- 
teria. And  that  recommendation  was  made  to  FEMA,  who  forwards 
it  to  Army  for  final  resolution  of  what  the  allocation  will  be. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Synar.  I  have  one  other  question.  Both  of  you  all  have  been 
very  generous  in  your  comments  and  in  your  testimony  to  the  U.S. 
Army.  You  have  been  very  critical  of  FEMA,  of  both  the  regional 
and  the  headquarters  office.  Given  the  fact  that  the  Army  is  ulti- 
mately responsible  for  this  program,  why  don't  you  hold  them  as 
accountable  as  you  do  FEMA? 

Mr.  White.  I  think  my  comments  were  directed  at  the  joint 
steering  committee,  Army-FEMA,  and  those  comments  are  jointly 
to  them  both  as  they  have  a  memorandum  of  understanding  on 
what  FEMA  does  and  what  Army  does.  But  as  they  both  sign  off 
on  standards,  I  look  to  both  of  them  with  the  same  degree  of  scru- 
tiny and  recommendations  in  my  testimony. 

Mr.  Beard.  My  imderstanding  is  that  FEMA  originally  was 
brought  into  the  program  because  there  was  no  mechanism  for  the 
Army  to  pass  funding  directly  to  local  communities.  So  they  were 
seen,  because  of  their  prior  experience  in  emergency  management, 
as  an  opportunity  to  do  that  and  their  role  has  sort  of  grown  like 
Topsy. 

But  we  have  found  when  we  do  have  conflicts  on  the  committees, 
that  if  we  need  to  get  our  local  position  addressed,  it  has  consist- 
ently been  the  Army  cochair  who  has  been  the  one  who  has  gone 
to  bat  for  us.  When  we  have  had  what  we  believe  are  arbitrary  cuts 
in  our  budget  requests,  those  ones  that  even  make  it  as  far  as  get- 
ting a  chance  for  the  Army  to  look  at  them,  it  has  been  the  Army 
that  has  restored  things  for  basics  after  FEMA  regions,  and  in 
some  cases  FEMA  national,  have  recommended  that  the  funding 
not  be  provided.  So  we  see  the  Army  as  our  champion  in  this  pro- 
gram. 

Also,  at  the  depot  level,  as  I  said,  they  have  done  an  excellent 
job  in  working  with  us  and  the  local  community.  So  there  is  a  sense 
of  trust  and  cooperation  that  has  developed  over  the  years. 

And  the  other  thing  is,  the  Army  has  a  clear  structure.  They 
know  how  to  make  decisions,  they  know  how  to  make  things  hap- 
pen, and  so  when  they  decide  to  do  something,  the  Army  can  gen- 
erally get  it  done.  So  if  we  can  get  them  in  a  position  where  tney 
are  allowed  to  exercise  their  capabilities,  we  have  seen  progress  in 
those  particular  areas. 

Mr.  Synar.  Let  me  thank  both  of  you  gentlemen  for  being  here 
today.  I  think  it  has  been  very  helpful,  and  since  you  each  paid 
your  own  way  to  be  here,  I  think  that  that  is  even  more  of  a  state- 
ment of  commitment. 

Mr.  Beard,  that  tie  you  have  on  is  the  tie  I  wear  every  time  I 
fly  out  to  try  to  make  you  fine  ranchers  out  there  in  Oregon  pay 
fair  market  value  for  grazing  on  Federal  land  to  the  government, 
so  I  think  it  is  nice  that  you  would  wear  it  so  I  could  look  at  it 
and  it  would  remind  me. 

Thank  you  very  much. 
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Our  final  panel  today  will  be  Mr,  Michael  Owen,  Acting  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  the  Araiy  for  Installations,  Logistics,  and  Environ- 
ment, U.S.  Department  of  Defense.  He  will  be  accompanied  by  Col. 
James  Coverstone,  Deputy  for  Chemical  Demilitarization,  and  Mr. 
Denzel  Fisher,  emergency  plans  officer. 

Grentlemen,  we  are  glad  to  have  you  here  and,  as  you  saw  with 
the  previous  witnesses,  we  swear  in  all  our  witnesses.  Do  either  of 
you  have  any  objection  to  being  sworn? 

Mr.  Owen.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  WiNGO.  No. 

Mr.  Synar.  Let  me  suggest  that  all  military  and  FEMA  people 
who  may  be  asked  to  testify  stand  and  take  the  same  oath  at  the 
same  time. 

[Witnesses  sworn.] 

Mr.  Synar.  Welcome.  We  are  glad  to  have  you,  and  I  appreciate 
your  indulgence  today.  I  think  we  have  had  a  very  important  hear- 
ing up  to  mis  point,  and  we  will  include  your  testimony  in  its  en- 
tirety in  the  record.  At  this  time  we  ask  you  to  summarize  it  in 
about  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Owen,  we  will  start  with  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  MICHAEL  W.  OWEN,  ACTING  ASSISTANT  SEC- 
RETARY  OF  THE  ARMY  FOR  INSTALLATIONS,  LOGISTICS, 
AND  ENVIRONMENT,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE,  AC- 
COMPANIED BY  COL.  JAMES  COVERSTONE,  DEPUTY  FOR 
CHEMICAL  DEMILITARIZATION;  AND  DENZEL  FISHER, 
EMERGENCY  PLANS  OFFICER 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  subcommit- 
tee, it  is  a  pleasure  for  me  to  appear  before  you  to  discuss  the 
Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program  [CSEPP]. 
Appearing  with  me  today  is  Mr.  Wingo,  the  Assistant  Associate  Di- 
rector of  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency,  Office  of 
Technological  Hazards.  We  are  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to 
brief  you  and  to  answer  your  questions. 

I  will  discuss  the  Army's  role  in  CSEPP,  and  Mr.  Wingo  will  ad- 
dress the  role  of  FEMA  in  this  program.  My  written  testimony  con- 
tains the  detailed  summary  of  the  history  and  current  status  of  the 
program. 

The  Army  stockpiles  unitary  chemical  weapons  agent  at  eight  in- 
stallations in  the  United  States.  These  stocks  are  located  in  Ala- 
bama, Arkansas,  Colorado,  Indiana,  Kentucky,  Oregon,  Utah,  and 
Maryland. 

In  1986,  Congress  directed  the  Department  of  Defense  to  dispose 
of  the  stockpile  while  providing  maximum  protection  for  the  envi- 
ronment, the  general  public,  and  the  personnel  involved  in  the  de- 
struction efforts.  The  Department  of  the  Army  serves  as  the  De- 
partment of  Defense's  executive  agent  for  the  aisposal  of  the  stock- 
pile. 

The  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program  has 
its  beginning  in  this  requirement.  Emergency  response  was  identi- 
fied in  the  record  of  decision  for  the  demilitarization  program  as  a 
key  factor  in  mitigating  the  risk  to  the  public.  If  nothing  else  is  re- 
membered today,  I  hope  that  we  can  instill  a  clear  understanding 
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of  the  relationship  between  the  demilitarization  program  and 
CSEPP. 

CSEPP  is  necessary  because  the  chemical  weapons  stockpile  still 
exists.  The  moment  all  of  the  chemical  agent  is  gone,  the  emer- 
gency preparedness  program  is  no  longer  needed.  Each  year  the 
stockpile  remains  will  cost  about  $50  to  $70  million  in  emergency 
preparedness  cost  alone. 

I  am  told  by  my  colleagues  in  FEMA  that  this  is  a  unique  emer- 
gency preparedness  program  and  a  unique  hazard,  and  it  is  the 
only  one  they  know  of  that  eventually,  if  we  do  our  job  correctly, 
it  will  go  away  and  no  longer  be  a  hazard  there.  So  from  that 
standpoint,  it  is  good  and  it  is  unique. 

I  know  that  today's  hearing  is  focusing  on  how  to  make  the 
CSEP  program  work  more  efficiently  and  more  effectively.  The  pur- 
pose of  CSEPP  is  to  enhance  the  capabilities  of  nearby  local  gov- 
ernments and  the  Army  storage  depots  to  respond  to  an  accidental 
chemical  weapons  agent  release  that  goes  outside  the  installation 
boundaries. 

Cooperation  and  coordination  between  the  installations  and  the 
surrounding  communities  are  essential  for  successful  emergency  re- 
sponse. As  such,  an  important  goal  in  CSEPP  has  been  to  achieve 
consensus.  Since  FEMA  is  the  Federal  agency  whose  mission  it  is 
to  work  with  State  and  local  governments  to  improve  emergency 
preparedness,  the  Army  entered  into  a  memorandum  of  under- 
standing with  FEMA  in  1988  to  forge  a  partnership  between  our 
two  agencies. 

In  January  of  this  year,  we  signed  a  joint  memorandum  for  the 
record  that  calls  for  an  expedited  and  streamlined  decisionmaking 
process  and  a  final  arbitrator  in  the  event  of  disputes  resolution. 
Together  we  have  accomplished  a  great  deal,  but  certainly  recog- 
nize we  still  have  a  long  way  to  go. 

Since  1988,  two-thirds  of  the  dollars  allocated  for  this  program 
have  gone  to  the  civilian  sector.  Mr.  Wingo  will  discuss  the  compo- 
nent of  the  pro-am  that  FEMA  oversees. 

Highlights  ot  the  Army  smd  FEMA's  and  local  governments*  ac- 
tivities in  this  program  include  technical  studies,  training,  up- 
graded emergency  operation  centers,  and  improved  communication 
systems.  More  important  than  equipment  and  technical  studies, 
however,  has  been  improved  operational  concepts  and  procedures 
between  the  Army  and  civilian  emergency  responders  at  the  local 
level. 

We  are  proud  of  what  we  have  accomplished  thus  far,  especially 
of  the  improvements  in  emergency  communications  between  our  in- 
stallations and  the  communities.  As  I  survey  this  program,  how- 
ever, several  challenges  remain.  I  hope  that  with  the  support  of  the 
Congress  we  can  resolve  them. 

First,  the  costs  of  this  program  are  daunting.  As  I  have  said  at 
the  beginning  of  my  statement,  the  best  way  to  reduce  the  cost  of 
emergency  preparedness  is  to  eliminate  the  need  for  emergency 
preparedness;  destroy  the  chemical  weapons  stockpile. 

Second,  it  is  essential  that  the  final  few  CSEPP  planning  stand- 
ards be  finished  so  that  State  and  local  plans  C£m  be  completed.  Be 
assured  this  is  our  highest  priority.  We  will  get  these  standards 
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completed  as  quickly  as  the  underlying  technical  problems  can  be 
resolved. 

In  summary,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  the  CSEP  program,  which 
started  from  nothing,  has  accomplished  a  great  deal  in  a  few  short 
years.  The  communities  are  better  able  to  deal  with  an  emergency 
than  they  were  5  years  ago,  yet  there  is  still  a  great  deal  more  to 
do,  and  it  will  not  oe  inexpensive.  The  problems  are  extremely  com- 
plex and  vary  from  community  to  community. 

We  uniquely  operate  under  a  legal  mandate  of  maximum  protec- 
tion. Every  decision  we  make  has  the  potential  to  have  a  great  im- 
pact on  human  lives.  We  take  this  responsibility  very,  very  seri- 
ously. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee.  I 
stand  ready  to  answer  your  questions,  if  I  can. 

Mr.  Synar.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Owen. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Owen  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  it  is  a  pleasure 
for  me  to  appear  before  this  Subcommittee  to  discuss  the  Defense 
Department's  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program 
(CSEPP).   Appearing  with  me  today  is  Mr.  Craig  Wingo,  the 
Assistant  Associate  Director,  Office  of  Technological  Hazards,  of 
the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA) .   We  are  pleased 
to  have  this  opportunity  to  provide  you  with  detailed  information 
on  the  status  of  the  activities  of  the  CSEPP  and  to  answer  any 
questions  you  may  have.   I  will  discuss  the  Department  of  the 
Army's  role  in  CSEPP  and  Mr.  Wingo  will  address  the  supporting 
role  FEMA  plays  in  this  program.   Before  I  go  into  the  specifics, 
I  would  like  to  provide  the  Subcommittee  with  a  historical 
overview  and  our  plans  for  the  future. 


BACKGROUND 

The  U.S.  Department  of  the  Army  stockpiles  unitary  chemical 
weapons  as  bulk  chemicals  and  munitions  (e.g.,  rockets  and 
shells).   Most  of  the  weapons  are  stored  at  the  eight  locations 
in  the  continental  United  States: 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground  (APG)  Maryland 

Anniston  Army  Depot  (ANAD)  Alabama 

Blue  Grass  Army  Depot  (BGAD)  Kentucky 

Newport  Army  Ammunition  Plant  (NAAP)     Indiana 

Pine  Bluff  Arsenal  (PBA)  ■  Arkansas 

'Pueblo  Depot  Activity  (PUDA)  Colorado 

Tooele  Army  Depot  (TEAD)  Utah 

Umatilla  Depot  Activity  (UMDA)  Oregon 

The  1986  U.S.  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  Authorization  Act 
(Public  Law  99-145)  authorized  the  disposal  of  the  stockpile  of 
unitary  chemical  weapons  by  September  30,  1994,  while  providing 
"...  maximum  protection  for  the  environment,  the  general  public 
and  the  personnel  involved  in  the  destruction  of  lethal  chemical 
agents  and  munitions.  ..."  The  mandated  destruction  completion 
date  has  been  amended  several  times  since  the  passage  of  Public 
Law  99-145,  as  a  result  of  better  definition  of  the  program 
scope,  recognition  of  the  complexity  of  the  task  given  the 
rapidly  changing  environmental  and  safety  compliance  require- 
ments, and  heightened  public  concerns  with  hazardous  waste 
management  and  disposal  in  general.   The  Fiscal  Year  1993  Defense 
Authorization  Act  (Section  171,  Public  Law  102-484)  extended  the 
completion  date  to  the  year  2004  in  recognition  of  these  changes. 
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as  well  as  to  align  the  program  more  closely  to  the  anticipated 
destruction  milestones  for  the  multilateral  Chemical  Weapons 
Convention.   The  Army  is  meeting  this  statutory  mandate  through 
the  Chemical  Stockpile  Disposal  Program  (CSDP). 

The  CSEPP  is  a  companion  to  the  CSDP.   It  was  identified  by 
the  Army  as  necessary  to  enhance  protection  of  the  civilian 
population  during  storage  and  destruction  of  the  Nation's 
stockpile  of  unitary  chemical  weapons.   Its  goal  is  to  assist 
state  and  local  governments  in  improving  their  preparedness  for 
an  accidental  release  of  agent. 

This  effort  is  being  aided  by  other  federal  agencies, 
notably  FEMA.   From  the  perspective  of  the  federal  government, 
the  program  is  entirely  voluntary  for  state  and  local 
governments,  i.e.,  there  is  no  requirement  in  federal  law  for 
these  governments  to  carry  out  any  emergency  planning  at  all.   We 
very  much  encourage  their  participation  but  it  is  not  mandatory. 

Of  course,  it  is  mandatory  for  the  storage  depots  to  develop 
emergency  plans  as  part  of  the  Army's  Chemical  Surety  Program. 
Long  before  there  was  a  CSDP  or  a  CSEPP,  the  Army  had  a  Chemical 
Surety  Program,  whose  main  purpose  was  to  ensure  safe  operations 
at  chemical  weapons  storage  locations. 

In  the  CSDP  Final  Programmatic  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (FPEIS),  the  Army  stated  that  storage  or  disposal  via 
incineration  presented  a  low  risk  of  accidental  releases  of 
chemical  agents.   However,  the  FPEIS  also  stated  that  accidental 
releases  could  have  serious  consequences  for  public  health, 
safety  and  the  environment.   The  Army  found  that  local 
communities  were  inadequately  prepared  to  respond  to  potential 
emergencies  arising  from  storage  or  disposal  operations.   Thus, 
the  Army  pledged  to  improve  emergency  preparedness  as  part  of  its 
commitment  to  provide  maximum  protection  to  the  public.   The 
CSEPP  is  the  mechanism  through  which  this  commitment  is  being  met 
for  off-post  areas. 

The  primary  focus  of  CSEPP  activities  is  to  enhance  the 
response  capabilities  of  local  governments  within  identified  risk 
areas,  and  of  the  Army  installations  where  chemical  agents  are 
stored.   These  agencies  must  be  able  to  respond  effectively  in  a 
coordinated  manner  to  rapidly  developing  chemical  accidents  that 
threaten  the  public  health  and  safety.   Chemical  accidents  have 
unique  characteristics  that  require  increased  preparedness;  also, 
the  legal  and  practical  requirements  for  effective  response  to 
accidents  with  these  consequences  must  be  considered.   Accidents 
requiring  increased  levels  of  preparedness  involve  release  of 
chemical  agents,  the  formation  of  plumes  containing  harmful 
concentrations  of  these  agents,  and  the  rapid  movement  of  these 
plumes  across  the  boundaries  of  the  Army  installations  to  nearby 
populated  areas. 

-2- 


93 


These  accident  characteristics  dictate  the  type  of  response 
strategy.   The  Army  has  primary  responsibility  for  on-post 
emergency  response  operations  on  the  Army  installation,  which  may 
be  the  source  of  an  accident.   The  neighboring  local  jurisdic- 
tions have  primary  responsibility  for  off-post  response.   Only 
counties  and  installations  will  have  resources  and  capabilities 
for  a  quick  response  to  emergency  situations  directed  at 
protecting  public  health  and  safety.   While  state  and  federal 
agencies  have  resources  and  knowledge  that  may  be  of  value  to 
installations  and  counties  in  the  hours  or  days  following  an 
emergency,  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  any  of  these  resources 
could  contribute  to  emergency  response  efforts  during  the 
critical  emergency  phase  following  a  chemical  accident. 

Thus,  the  strategy  behind  the  CSEPP  effort  is  to  develop  an 
effective  response  capability  in  the  following  areas: 

•  Enhancing  emergency  preparedness  for  the  chemical 
stockpile  storage  installations  and  the  critical 
off-post  local  jurisdictions,  organized  primarily 
at  the  county  level. 

•  Improving  the  capabilities  of  state  agencies  upon 
which  local  response  agencies  depend. 

•  Using  the  financial  and  technical  resources  of  the 
Army  and  the  technical  knowledge  and  experience  of 
other  federal  agencies  to  facilitate  necessary 
preparedness  efforts. 

CSEPP  PARTNERSHIP,  ADMINISTRATION,  AND  COORDINATION 

The  CSEPP  is  carried  out  through  interagency  and 
intergovernmental  cooperation  involving  numerous  offices  of 
federal,  state  and  local  governments.   The  types  of  preparedness 
tasks  required  in  this  program  necessitate  the  cooperation  and 
participation  of  affected  state  and  local  governments  (counties 
and  municipalities),  the  U.S.  Army  (to  include  the  Army 
installations  where  the  chemical  agents  are  stored),  FEMA,  and 
other  supporting  federal  agencies.   These  organizations  work 
together  to  develop  CSEPP  policy,  plans,  and  standards  for 
training,  exercises,  and  public  education  programs  through  the 
CSEPP  Joint  Steering  Committee  and  its  six  subcommittees. 

State  and  Local  Governments 

Recognizing  their  critical  role  in  initial  response  to 
chemical  accidents,  state  and  local  governments  have  assumed 
major  responsibilities  in  off-post  preparedness.   The  local 
government  is  typically  able  to  respond  most  effectively  and 
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efficiently  to  major  emergencies,  particularly  those  that  develop 
suddenly.   For  this  reason,  planning  and  preparation  by  state  and 
local  governments  have  been  key  elements  in  enhancing  and 
upgrading  off-post  emergency  preparedness. 

The  Army,  through  FEMA,  is  providing  financial  assistance 
for  emergency  preparedness  activities  concerning  the  chemical 
stockpile  storage  locations.   State  and  local  governments  have 
established  close  working  relationships  with  the  Army 
installations  within  their  jurisdictions  and  through  the  six 
subcommittees  of  the  CSEPP  Joint  Steering  Committee.   In 
addition,  FEMA  is  working  with  state  and  local  governments  in 
developing  off-site  emergency  preparedness  plans,  upgrading 
community  response  capabilities,  and  developing  public 
information  and  education  programs. 

State  and  local  governments  also  participate  in  all  phases 
of  the  joint  exercise  program,  including  exercise  planning  and 
post  exercise  evaluations  and  reviews.   State  and  local  officials 
develop  and  implement  public  affairs  education  and  emergency 
public  information  programs;  conduct  or  participate  in  hazard 
analyses;  assess  training  and  training  needs  and  conduct 
training;  conduct  housing  and  demographic  (site-specific) 
surveys;  evaluate  protective  actions;  and  install  and  operate 
automation,  communications,  and  warning  systems. 

Local  governments  have,  with  assistance  provided  under  Army 
funded  support  contracts,  developed  interim  upgrades  of  their 
emergency  response  plans;  completed  location-specific  emergency 
response  concept  plans;  initiated  efforts  to  acquire  systems  for 
emergency  alert  and  notification  of  the  general  public;  and 
participated  in  efforts  to  assess  the  adequacy  of  and  to  upgrade 
emergency  operating  centers. 

State  and  local  planners  are  closely  coordinating  their  off- 
post  equipment  requirements  with  the  Army,  so  that  the  equipment 
identified  for  acquisition  satisfies  the  requirements  of  the  off- 
post  comprehensive  emergency  preparedness  plans. 

U.S.  Army 

The  Department  of  the  Army  is  the  executive  agent  for  the 
Chemical  Stockpile  Disposal  Program  (CSDP)  and  designated  by 
Congress  to  be  the  lead  agency  for  the  CSEPP.   This  mandate  was, 
among  others  things,  reaffirmed  in  the  Conference  Report  on  the 
1993  CSEPP  appropriations  which  specified  that  "...  the  Army 
shall  assume  the  lead  in  all  affairs  of  the  Chemical  Stockpile 
Emergency  Preparedness  Program." 

One  of  the  most  important  things  in  recognizing  its 
leadership  is  knowing  where  the  expertise  lies  and  efficiently 
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tapping  it.   Clearly,  FEMA  is  the  federal  agency  whose  mission  is 
to  work  with  state  and  local  governments  to  improve  emergency 
plans  and  preparedness.   As  such,  the  Army  entered  into  an 
interagency  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  with  FEMA  in  1988 
which  establishes  ".  .  .a  framework  of  cooperation  between  the 
Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA)  and  the  Department  of 
the  Army  to  identify  their  respective  roles  and  responsibilities 
for  emergency  response  preparedness  involving  the  storage  and 
ultimate  disposal  of  chemical  warfare  materials,  and  to  establish 
joint  program  efforts  in  emergency  response  planning,  training, 
and  information  exchange." 

On  the  basis  of  this  overall  responsibility,  the  Army  has 
agreed  in  the  MOU  to: 

Provide  technical  assistance  and  required 
resources  in  developing  and  implementing  emergency 
preparedness  plans  and  preparedness  capabilities; 
integrating  the  on-  and  off-post  planning 
processes;  and  ensuring  that  all  emergency  plans 
are  adequate  and  can  be  readily  implemented 
(e.g.,  adequacy  of  training,  resources,  staffing 
levels  and  qualifications,  procedures  and 
equipment) . 

•  Take  the  lead  in  providing  technical  assistance 
for  developing  exercise  design  criteria  and  fully 
participate  in  developing,  conducting,  and 
evaluating  CSEPP  exercises  on  a  periodic  basis. 

•  Develop  a  protocol  for  reviewing  FEMA  assessments 
of  the  adequacy  and  feasibility  of  off-post  plans. 

•  Ensure  that  health  and  safety  decisions  with 
regard  to  overall  emergency  preparedness  have  been 
and  continue  to  be  reviewed  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Health  and  Human  Services  (DHHS)  and  other 
governmental  health  agencies. 

•  Provide  technical  assistance  and  support  to  FEMA 
in  developing  chemical  emergency  training 
materials  and  procedures,  and  participated  in 
delivering  training  to  state  and  local  emergency 
responders,  as  appropriate. 

•  Take  the  lead  in  conducting  location-specific 
hazard  analyses  used  for  emergency  plans. 

•  Provide  the  technical  data  and  information  necessary  to 
construct  accurate  educational  material  concerning  the 
chemical  agents  and  their  hazards,  and  information 
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regarding  appropriate  actions  to  be  taken  by  the 
general  public  in  the  event  of  an  incident. 

Furthermore,  in  response  to  the  1993  DOD  Appropriations  Act 
Conference  Report  language,  the  Army  and  FEMA  entered  into  a 
Joint  Memorandum  for  the  Record  on  January  16,  1993  that: 

•  reaffirmed  the  Army/FEMA  1988  Joint  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  establishing  the  two  agencies'  respective 
CSEPP  responsibilities; 

•  stated  the  two  agencies'  agreement  that  "...  maximum 
available  resources  need  to  be  delivered  to  the 
installations  and  communities  where  the  critical 
efforts  are  made,  ..."  while  recognizing  the  need  to 
support  federal  and  state  headquarters  management;  and 

•  formalized  the  CSEPP  decision  making  process,  spelling 
out  the  responsibilities  of  CSEPP  Subcommittees  and  of 
the  Joint  Steering  Committee,  and  adding  a  process  for 
resolving  issues  that  vests  ultimate  authority  in  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Installations, 
Logistics  and  Environment). 

Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 

As  the  Army's  primary  federal  partner  in  the  CSEPP,  FEMA  is 
responsible  for  working  with  state  and  local  governments  in 
developing  and  implementing  off-post  emergency  preparedness 
programs.   Several  elements  of  FEMA  play  key  roles  in  the  CSEPP. 
These  include  the  Headquarters  elements  of  the  Chemical  Stockpile 
Preparedness  Branch,  Chemical  Preparedness  Division  of  the  Office 
of  Technological  Hazards,  State,  and  Local  Programs  and  Support 
Directorate;  the  National  Preparedness  Directorate;  and  several 
of  the  agency's  regional  offices. 

Pursuant  to  the  Army/FEMA  MOU,  FEMA  has  agreed  to: 

•  Take  the  lead  in  working  with  state  and  local 
governments  in  developing  off-site  emergency 
preparedness  plans,  upgrading  community  response 
capabilities,  and  conducting  necessary  training. 

•  Provide  liaison,  coordination,  and  oversight 
between  the  Army  and  federal,  state,  and  local 
offices  during  the  off-post  emergency  planning 
process  and  the  Army's  chemical  accident/incident 
response  and  assistance  (CAIRA)  planning  process. 

•  Take  the  lead  in  preparing,  developing,  and 
delivering  to  state  and  local  governments  training 
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on  emergency  management,  planning,  mitigation,  and 
response  techniques  for  chemical  emergencies. 
FEMA  coordinates  development  and  implementation  of 
emergency  medical  training  with  DHHS. 

•  Provide  technical  assistance  to  state  and  local 
officials  as  they  develop  location-specific 
emergency  preparedness  procedures . 

•  Develop  standards  and  evaluation  criteria  for 
assessing  which  emergency  plans  and  preparedness 
are  adequate  and  capable  of  being  implemented. 

•  Develop,  schedule,  and  conduct  exercises  to 
evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  off-post  emergency 
preparedness  programs . 

•  Maintain  an  updated  series  of  interagency 
agreements  that  delineate  respective  federal, 
state,  and  local  agency  capabilities  and 
responsibilities  and  that  define  procedures  for 
coordinating  and  directing  emergency  planning  and 
response. 

•  Manage  the  transfer  of  Army-provided  funds  to 
participating  state  and  local  governments. 

•  Take  the  lead  in  developing  public  information  and 
education  programs. 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  U.S.  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services 

EPA  and  DHHS  expertise  is  sought  to  ensure  that 
environmental  and  health  and  safety  Issues  are  adequately 
addressed  during  the  emergency  planning  process.   The  DHHS  has 
been  involved  in  the  CSDP  through  a  congressionally  mandated 
oversight  function  that  requires  them  to  review  plans  to  dispose 
of  lethal  chemical  weapons  and  recommend  protection  for  human 
health  and  safety.   The  DHHS  recommended  permissible  limits  for 
general  population  exposure  to  chemical  agents  under  this 
authority.   The  structure  for  the  DHHS  participation  in  CSEPP  is 
provided  by  a  separate  DOD/DHHS  interagency  agreement. 

Under  the  DHHS,  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control's  (CDC's), 
National  Center  for  Environmental  Health  (NCEH)  conducts  on-going 
training  courses  for  health  professionals  near  each  chemical 
stockpile  storage  location.   Physicians,  physician's  assistants, 
nurses,  nurse  practitioners,  and  paramedics  participate  in  the 
Medical  Management  of  Chemical   Exposures   course.   This  course  is 
funded  through  the  Interagency  agreement. 
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The  EPA  is  an  active  member  of  the  Chemical  Stockpile 
Emergency  Preparedness  Joint  Steering  Committee  and  related 
subcommittees.   In  this  capacity,  EPA  is  concerned  with  ensuring 
that  the  emergency  planning  and  community  right-to-know 
provisions  of  Title  III  of  the  Superfund  Amendments  and 
Reauthorization  Act  (SARA)  are  adequately  addressed.   The  EPA 
also  assists  in  integrating  the  authorities  and  capabilities  of 
the  National  Response  System  into  the  emergency  planning  and 
response  process. 

Army/FEMA  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program  Joint 
Steering  Committee 

The  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program  Joint 
Steering  Committee  was  established  under  the  joint  Army/FEMA  MOU 
as  the  CSEPP  federal  policy  making  body  to  "review  the  status  of 
joint  programs,  to  discuss  and  resolve  issues,  to  consult  on 
major  policy  issues,  and  to  provide  the  necessary  direction  to 
meet  the  Army's  overall  goals  of  the  program."  The  Joint 
Steering  Committee  meets  at  least  quarterly  to  review  the  status 
of  program  activities,  discuss  planned  program  activities;  make 
decisions  on  central  policy  issues,  review  technical  reports,  and 
develop  guidance  for  the  functional  subconunittees. 

The  Joint  Steering  Committee  is  composed  of  the  following 
representatives : 

•  Department  of  the  Army  members: 

-  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army 
[OASA(I,L&E) ]  —  Cochair 

-  U.S.  Army  Chemical  Materiel  Destruction  Agency 

-  U.S.  Army  Materiel  Command 

-  U.S.  Army  Nuclear  and  Chemical  Agency 

-  Office  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Operations  and 
Plans 

•  FEMA  members: 

-  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency,  Office  of 
Technological  Hazards  (Cochair) 

-  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency,  CSEPP  Public 
Affairs 


Other  members: 

U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Centers 
for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
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Emergency  Preparedness  Subconunittees  of  the  Joint  Steering 
Committee 

Much  of  the  substantive  work  for  the  CSEPP  is  accomplished 
through  the  oversight  of  functional  area  subcommittees  that 
operate  under  the  policy  direction  of  the  Joint  Steering 
Committee.   The  subcommittees'  role  is  to  be  the  subject  matter 
experts  and  to  provide  recommendations  to  the  Joint  Steering 
Committee  regarding  program  policy,  guidance  and  standards  in 
their  subject  areas.   The  subcommittees  are  directed  by  the  Joint 
Steering  Committee  to  collect  and  analyze  relevant  information 
and  ideas  in  their  assigned  topic  areas;  develop  workable 
alternatives  for  the  appropriate  decision  makers;  and  regularly 
report  their  findings  and  recommendations  to  the  Joint  Steering 
Committee  for  review,  comment,  and  decision,  where  necessary.   In 
addition,  the  subcommittees  develop  the  technical  guidance 
documents  critical  to  the  program.   The  subcommittees,  which  are 
cochaired  by  FEMA  and  the  Army,  are  composed  of  representatives 
from  FEMA,  the  Army,  DHHS,  EPA,  and  participating  state  and  local 
governments.   The  six  CSEPP  subcommittees  are: 

•  Planning 

Re-entry /Restoration 

•  Training 

•  Exercise 

•  Public  Affairs 

•  Information  Systems 

Subcommittee  activities  include  the  identification  and  oversight 
of  tasks  and  other  activities  necessary  to  fulfill  the 
obligations  and  responsibilities  identified  in  each 
subcommittee's  charter. 

The  goal  and  the  challenge  of  the  CSEPP  is  to  serve  the 
local  and  state  communities  surrounding  the  chemical  stockpiles. 
Our  approach  is  both  program  wide  and  community  specific  because 
the  FPEIS  recognized  the  varying  levels  of  existing  preparedness 
from  site  to  site.   We  are  trying  to  maintain  continuity  of  the 
program  -  in  the  delivery  of  funds,  provision  of  technical 
assistance,  support  and  products,  but  at  the  same  time,  we  are 
also  trying  to  meet  the  differing  needs  of  the  10  states  and  39 
counties  involved  in  this  program.   For  excunple,  a  few  of  the 
CSEPP  counties  had  strong  emergency  planning  and  response 
programs  before  the  CSEPP  while  others  were  considered  to  be  ill 
prepared  for  a  response  required  by  a  major  accident.   Planning 
standards  ensure  that  all  CSEPP  counties  are  consistent  in  their 
planning  and  have  equal  opportunity  for  well-equipped  facilities. 
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The  coordination  and  administration  of  the  CSEPP  is  accomplished 
through  a  partnership  between  the  Army,  FEMA  and  other  supporting 
Federal  agencies. 

PROGEIAM  ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

We  have  accomplished  a  great  deal  since  the  beginning  of  the 
CSEPP.   Since  1988,  Congress  has  appropriated  $186.5  million  to 
the  Army  for  CSEPP.   Initially,  funding  was  spent  building  a 
foundation  and  infrastructure  for  the  program  and  improving  the 
Army's  existing  surety  program.   The  foundation  for  the  program 
had  to  be  established  before  sound  expenditure  plans  could  be 
developed  by  the  state  and  local  governments.   To  date,  $122.8 
million  have  been  allocated  to  the  civilian  sector  for  CSEPP. 
The  Army  has  been  appropriated  approximately  $60  million  since 
1988.   Among  the  highlights  of  the  Army's  program  are  technical 
studies,  training,  resources  and  procurement  of  equipment, 
planning,  emergency  operating  center  (EOC)  improvement,  public 
affairs  and  public  education,  exercises  and  automation. 

Technical  Studies 

Early  in  the  program,  we  discovered  that  considerable 
uncertainty  existed  about  a  number  of  basic  technical  questions, 
and  that  without  better  understanding  it  would  be  impossible  to 
develop  a  program  that  was  responsive  to  the  risks  involved. 
Subsequently,  during  the  past  several  years,  the  Army  has  been 
responsible  for  coordinating  several  technical  studies  which 
resulted  in  the  development  of  related  CSEPP  program  guidance. 
These  studies  include: 


Completed  integrated  communications  studies 

Completed  public  alert  and  notification  (A&N)  systems 
study 

Approved  standards  and  criteria  necessary  for  emergency 
warning  systems 

Initiated  location-specific  engineering  studies  for 
communications  and  warning  systems 

Completed  evacuation  studies 

Initiated  development  of  methodology  to  evaluate 
protective  action  strategies 

Developed  warning  system  evaluation  methodology 

Developed  planning  guidance  standards 
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Developed  location-specific  Emergency  Response  Concept 
Plans  (ERCP) 

•  Developed  interim  reentry  guidelines  (re-occupation  of 
areas  cleared  for  unrestricted  residence  or  use  by 
previously  evacuated  or  relocated  populations) 

Completed  technical  studies  dealing  with  off-post 
reentry  and  restoration. 

Developed  draft  agent  control  limits 

During  the  past  year,  the  Department  of  the  Army  initiated 
technical  studies  to: 

determine  the  extent  of  potential  contamination  outside 
the  installation  boundaries  in  case  of  a  catastrophic 
release; 

review  protective  equipment  for  civilian  emergency 
responders;  and 

•  review  the  accident  planning  base,  on  a  site-specific 
basis,  to  determine  the  impact  that  program  changes 
have  on  emergency  response. 

These  three  studies  directly  affect  protective  action 
decisions  for  civilian  emergency  response  officials  and  are 
critical  to  the  progress  of  the  program.   Since  these  studies 
directly  impact  protective  action  decisions,  they  also  affect 
funding  decisions  likely  to  arise  during  fiscal  year  1994  and 
beyond.   The  research  on  contamination  and  protective  equipment 
is  expected  to  be  completed  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year,  while 
the  site-specific  accident  review  is  expected  to  be  completed  by 
the  second  quarter  of  the  fiscal  year  1994. 

Training 

Training  is  a  functional  area  identified  by  the  Joint 
Steering  Committee.   The  Training  Subcommittee  has  determined, 
through  a  training  needs  assessment,  that  specific  training  is 
needed  in  areas  such  as  identification  and  effects  of  chemical 
agents,  self-protection,  medical  management,  and  mass  care 
operations. 

The  Army,  along  with  FEMA,  has  been  actively  involved  in 
training  personnel  both  on-  and  off-post.   For  example,  one 
avenue  of  CSEPP  training  is  that  which  is  provided  by  the  U.S. 
Army  Defense  Ammunition  Center  and  School  (USADACS).   Since 
January  1992,  more  than  320  students  have  participated  five  CSEPP 
courses  presented  by  USADACS.   Currently,  USADACS  has  an 
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additional  10  CSEPP  courses  under  development.   In  addition,  CDC, 
under  our  Interagency  Agreement,  has  trained  more  than  350 
doctors,  nurses,  and  emergency  medical  technicians  in  the 
fundamentals  of  recognizing  and  treating  chemical  agent 
casualties. 


Resources  and  Procurement  of  Equipment 

During  the  past  year,  significant  emphasis  in  the  CSEPP  has 
been  placed  on  completion  of  the  engineering  design  of  the  alert 
and  notification  systems.   These  integrated  systems,  which 
include  outdoor  sirens  and  indoor  tone  alert  radios,  will  serve 
both  the  storage  installations  and  the  communities  closest  to 
them.   Equipment  is  being  procured  by  the  state  governments,  and 
several  state  emergency  management  agencies  have  issued  requests 
for  proposal  to  purchase,  install  and  test  the  sirens. 

When  the  CSDP  began  in  1986,  authorizing  disposal  of  these 
chemical  weapons  and  the  subsequent  formation  of  the  CSEPP,  the 
Army  identified  a  need  to  improve  the  current  Chemical  Surety 
Program.   During  the  early  years  of  CSEPP,  the  Army  upgraded  its 
Surety  Program.   Examples  of  some  of  these  upgrades  include  the 
purchase  of: 

improved  and  portable  lighting  systems 

fire  suppression  systems 

uninterruptable  power  supplies 

meteorological  tower  upgrades 

color  weather  radar 

personnel  decontamination  equipment  and  supplies 

Planning 

One  of  the  Army's  major  accomplishments  in  planning  was  the 
development  of  our  DA  Pamphlet  50-6,  Chemical  Accident/Incident 
Response  and  Assistance    (CAIRA)   Operations,    published  in 
May  1991.   This  document  provides  extensive  guidance  on 
responding  to  emergencies  involving  chemical  weapons,  and  is  the 
basic  guidance  document  for  revising  post-specific  CAIRA  plans 
and  procedures.   The  pamphlet  covers  all  Army  response  efforts, 
both  on-  and  off-post,  including  federal  efforts  under  the 
National  Contingency  Plan,  as  coordinated  by  DOD  on-scene 
coordinators.   It  contains  information  on  overall  planning  and 
management  functions,  such  as  coordination  with  federal,  state, 
and  local  response  organizations,  training,  and  compliance  with 
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legal  requirements,  as  well  as  guidance  on  particular  emergency 
response  functions,  including  communications,  security,  environ- 
mental monitoring,  and  contamination  control.   Appendices  provide 
specific  procedures  and  checklists  for  functions  such  as  monitor- 
ing, personnel  protection,  and  decontamination. 

Emergency  Operating  Centers  (EOCs) 

The  Army  has  made  several  improvements  to  the  EOCs  at  the 
installations.   In  addition  to  upgrading  EOC  communications 
capabilities,  we  have  installed  state-of-the-art  automation 
systems  that  will  allow  rapid  assessment  of  any  situation.   We 
also  are  in  the  process  of  installing  positive  pressure  systems 
in  all  EOCs  to  allow  continuous  operations  in  the  event  of  a 
release  of  agent.   The  EOC  upgrades  are  expected  to  be  completed 
by  the  end  of  calendar  year  1994. 

Public  Affairs  and  Public  Education 

The  Army  installations  have  always  had  close  relations  with 
their  nearby  off-post  neighbors,  often  holding  open  houses  and 
encouraging  their  personnel  to  participate  in  a  variety  of  local 
activities.    With  the  advent  of  the  CSDP,  the  Army  now  has  a 
stronger  and  closer  relationship  with  a  wider  circle  of  local 
communities  and  fully  recognizes  its  responsibility  to  actively 
involve  these  communities  in  both  the  CSDP  and  the  CSEPP. 

These  expanded  relationships,  however,  did  not  appear 
overnight .   We  have  worked  hard  to  take  advantage  of  every 
opportunity  to  meet  with  various  citizens'  groups  across  the 
country.   Equally  important  are  our  local  Intergovernmental 
Consultation  and  Coordination  Boards,  which  continue  to  provide 
an  essential  liaison  with  the  communities. 

As  you  are  undoubtedly  aware,  Public  Law  102-484  provided 
for  the  establishment  of  state  Citizens'  Advisory  Commissions.   A 
letter  was  sent  to  the  Governors  of  all  eight  states  in  January 
encouraging  early  formation  of  those  commissions.   To  date, 
Colorado,  Indiana  and  Kentucky  have  formed  their  commissions.   We 
look  forward  to  a  close  and  mutually  beneficial  dialogue  with 
those  commissions,  when  named. 

In  the  CSEPP,  the  Army  continues  to  expand  its  activities  to 
involve  the  communities  surrounding  chemical  stockpile  locations. 
These  activities  include  participation  with  local  and  state 
jurisdictions  in  exercises,  to  provide  them  with  realistic 
accident  management  simulations.   These  exercises  not  only 
provide  training  opportunities  but  also  an  assessment  of  plans 
and  procedures.   Exercises  present  opportunities  for  local, 
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regional  and  state  media  to  learn  more  about  the  CSEPP  and  the 
community's  ability  to  respond  to  a  chemical  stockpile  accident. 

The  Army  also  reaches  out  to  the  media  with  special  "media 
days"  that  afford  broadcast  and  print  media  the  opportunity  to 
view  chemical  warfare  materiel  storage  igloos  and  safety 
procedures  used  to  maintain  the  stockpile  and  to  obtain  file 
footage  and  other  material  for  current  stories  and  for  future 
media  reference.   Similarly,  the  Army  holds  "visitor  days" 
inviting  CSEPP  community  officials  to  briefings  on  installations 
operations.   The  Army  also  participates  with  CSEPP  communities, 
states  and  other  federal  agencies  in  conferences  and  workshops 
related  to  chemical  emergency  response.   The  Army  installations 
also  provide  speakers  to  public  meetings  in  CSEPP  communities  to 
discuss  the  chemical  stockpile  storage  program.   Recently,  the 
Army  began  laying  the  groundwork  for  a  future  computer  networking 
activity  with  the  CSEPP  communities. 

Exercises 

After  extensive  planning  and  development,  the  CSEPP  Exercise 
Program  began  with  the  completion  of  joint  Army/FEMA  exercise 
guidance.   The  exercise  program  got  into  full  swing  during  the 
last  year.   Since  June  1991,  20  federally  funded  and  managed 
exercises  have  been  conducted  (7  Table  Top,  8  Direction  and 
Control  and  5  Full-scale).   A  recurring  exercise  schedule  has 
been  developed  for  all  installations,  with  four  of  the  eight 
sites  scheduled  for  full-scale  exercises  over  the  next  year. 
Table  Top  and  Direction  and  Control  Exercises  are  scheduled  for 
the  other  four  sites. 

The  Exercise  Program  is  an  integral  part  of  the  CSEPP 
because  the  exercises  are  designed  to  test  the  implementation  of 
on-  and  off-post  emergency  response  plans  and  integrated 
preparedness  capabilities.   These  exercises  also  test  the 
interface  between  critical  procedures  and  systems  for  on-  and 
off-post  functions  (e.g.,  communications,  integrated  accident 
assessment,  public  alerting  and  notification,  and  protective 
action  decision  making). 

Full-scale  exercises,  scheduled  by  FEMA  in  conjunction  with 
the  Army  and  in  coordination  with  state  and  local  governments, 
are  evaluated.   FEMA  is  responsible  for  conducting  and  evaluating 
the  off-post  portions  of  the  exercises,  and  the  Army  is 
responsible  for  conducting  and  evaluating  the  on-post  exercises. 
Both  agencies  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  on-  and  off-post 
exercise  activities  are  coordinated. 

We've  learned  a  lot  during  these  exercises  and  will  continue 
to  review  our  plans,  procedures,  and  training  programs  as  a 
result  of  the  exercise  program. 
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Automation 

The  development  of  the  third  critical  hardware  component  of 
the  CSEPP — the  automated  information  system — is  moving  forward 
with  deliberate  speed.   The  automated  information  system  is 
critical  to  the  CSEPP  because  it  allows  decision  makers  to  have 
quick  access  to  information  vital  to  the  decision  making  process 
and  it  allows  the  installation  to  communicate  this  vital 
information  directly  with  the  state  and  locals. 

At  the  direction  of  the  Congress  in  fiscal  year  1993,  the 
Army  assumed  the  lead  in  developing  a  single  automation  system 
for  the  program  that  will  serve  both  the  installation  and  the 
civilian  jurisdictions.   The  single  track  system  is  being  built 
upon  the  interim  dual  track  system  composed  of  the  Emergency 
Management  Information  System  for  the  installations  and  the 
Integrated  Baseline  System  for  the  civilian  communities.   These 
systems  will  be  used  as  their  respective  operational  systems 
until  the  single  track  system  has  been  completed.   A  contractual 
arrangement  has  been  made  with  Pacific  Northwest  Laboratories  to 
develop  the  single  track  system,  immediately  after  fiscal  year 
1993  funds  became  available.   An  interjurisdictional  advisory 
group  was  established  to  provide  the  necessary  input  from  the 
user  community.   The  project  is  on  schedule  to  be  completed  by 
the  end  of  calendar  year  1995. 

Program  Management 

As  we  have  learned  more  about  the  unique  problems  of 
building  an  emergency  planning  and  preparedness  program  for 
chemical  weapons  storage  and  destruction,  we  have  changed  the  way 
CSEPP  is  managed.   In  particular: 

FEMA  has  streamlined  state  and  local  reporting 
requirements; 

•    The  Army  and  FEMA  are  cooperating  to  ensure  that  the 

appropriate  resources  are  allocated  to  state  and  local 
governments;  and 

We  are  initiating  a  long-range  budget/programming 
planning  process. 

We  believe  that  these  management  changes  will  enhance  the 
efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  this  program. 

ARMY  CONCERNS  ABOUT  CSEPP 
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The  Army  is  proud  of  what  has  been  accomplished  in  this 
program.   We  are  proud  of  the  great  strides  made  by  our 
installation  personnel  in  building  closer  relations  within  their 
communities.   However,  we  recognize  the  hurdles  remaining.   As  I 
survey  this  program,  several  challenges  are  obvious.   I  hope  that 
with  the  support  of  the  Congress  we  can  resolve  them. 

First,  the  costs  of  this  program  are  daunting.   Comprehen- 
sive emergency  management  must  be  managed  as  efficiently  as 
possible.   The  most  effective  means  of  reducing  the  costs  of 
CSEPP  is  to  "DESTROY  THE  CHEMICAL  WEAPONS  AS  SOON  AS  POSSIBLE." 
The  moment  all  the  chemical  agent  is  gone,  the  emergency 
preparedness  program  is  no  longer  needed.   Each  year  the 
stockpile  remains  will  cost  about  $50-70  million  in  emergency 
planning  costs  alone.   I  ask  for  support  from  Congress  in  getting 
the  destruction  program  on  the  fastest  track  possible  with  the 
best  available  technology. 

Second,  it  is  essential  that  CSEPP  planning  standards  be 
finished  so  that  local  and  state  plans  can  be  completed.   Be 
assured  that  this  is  a  high  priority  and  we  will  get  these 
standards  completed  as  quickly  as  the  underlying  technical 
problems  can  be  addressed. 

Third,  we  must  demonstrate  to  the  public  that  we  can  meet 
the  expectations  of  this  program.   This  is  not  just  a  matter  of 
good  public  education,  but  must  rest  on  a  foundation  of  good 
science.   We  must  and  will  resolve  the  technical  issues  regarding 
the  protective  equipment  for  civilian  emergency  responders. 

Finally,  it  is  crucial  that  we  work  together  to  resolve 
difficulties.   The  idea  that  the  United  States  has  grown  to  be 
both  secure  enough  to  destroy  every  one  of  its  chemical  weapons, 
yet  prudent  enough  to  plan  for  accidents,  indicates  that  we  are 
indeed  fortunate.   It  is  up  to  all  of  us  to  capitalize  on  this 
good  fortune  to  make  sure  the  weapons  are  destroyed  as  soon  as 
possible  and  in  the  safest  manner  possible. 

CLOSING 

In  closing,  I  commend  the  people  who  work  in  the  Chemical 
Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program.   We  are  fortunate  to 
have  such  dedicated  and  professional  personnel  who  genuinely  care 
about  their  responsibilities.   Without  this  dedication  and  the 
support  of  the  Congress,  the  program  could  not  succeed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  my 
statement  to  you  and  to  members  of  your  Subcommittee.  We  look 
forward  to  responding  to  your  questions. 
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Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Wingo. 

STATEMENT  OF  CRAIG  S.  WINGO»  ASSISTANT  ASSOCIATE 
DIRECTOR,  FEDERAL  EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT  AGENCY 

Mr.  WiNGO.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  sub- 
committee. I  am  pleased  to  be  here  today  to  discuss  the  goals  and 
achievements  of  the  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergen^  Preparedness 
Program  [CSEPP],  and  the  contributions  to  that  effort  that  FEMA 
has  made. 

We  believe  FEMA  has  made  a  real  difference  in  the  level  of 
emergency  preparedness  at  the  eight  CSEPP  communities  over  the 
past  5  years.  FEMA's  overall  mission  in  CSEPP  and  in  all  of  its 
emergency  preparedness  programs  is  to  protect  and,  in  times  of 
emergency,  aid  the  people  of  the  United  States  of  America.  We  ac- 
complish this  mission  through  a  comprehensive  all-hazards  ap- 
proach to  emergency  management  that  includes  mitigation,  pre- 
paredness, response  and  recovery  for  all  types  of  accidents  or  emer- 
gencies. 

Because  of  our  expertise  and  existing  administrative  infrastruc- 
ture, the  Army  asked  FEMA  in  1988  to  help  enhance  emergency 
preparedness  in  the  communities  around  the  country's  unitary 
chemical  weapons  stockpiles.  The  threat  we  are  dealing  with  here 
is  an  aging  stockpile  of  chemical  weapons  built  to  kill,  and  every 
American  knows  how  terrible  those  chemical  warfare  agents  can  be 
as  a  result  of  recent  events  in  the  Middle  East. 

Congress  gave  this  program  the  most  stringent,  unprecedented 
mandate  in  emergency  management:  Maximum  protection  of  the 
public  and  the  environment.  ^  a  point  of  reference,  before  CSEPP, 
FEMA's  Radiological  Emergency  Preparedness  Program — and  you 
heard  Mr.  White  refer  to  this  earlier — as  a  result  of  the  TMI  nu- 
clear power  plant  accident,  in  1979,  had  previously  set  the  industiy 
standard.  That  program  called  for  reasonable  assurance  the  public 
health  and  safety  could  be  protected  in  the  event  of  a  nuclear 
power  plant  accident;  and  that  is  an  important  reference  for  fur- 
ther discussion. 

When  we  launched  CSEPP,  there  was  little  infrastructure  in 
terms  of  emergency  resources,  training,  equipment,  and,  in  some 
cases,  even  awareness  among  members  of  the  general  public  or 
their  officials  in  the  communities  this  program  was  designed  to 
protect.  For  example,  there  was  no  communication  system  to  link 
the  installations  where  the  chemical  agents  are  stored  with  the 
offpost  community  and,  in  many  cases,  no  communications  among 
the  various  local  jurisdictions.  Certainly  there  was  no  effective  sys- 
tem to  quickly  warn  the  public  of  an  accident  that  put  them  in  dan- 
ger. 

I  guess,  metaphorically  speaking,  as  you  heard  from  Mr.  White 
earlier,  we  have  had  to  lay  the  track  and  run  the  train  as  well. 
With  CSEPP  we  have  had  to  lay  the  track  of  guidance  and  stand- 
ards to  meet  the  maximum  protection  mandate  as  we  have  driven 
the  train  to  provide  equipment,  training,  planning,  facilities,  sys- 
tems, and  campaigns  to  educate  the  people  about  the  risks. 

Afler  all,  the  threat  was  already  there;  we  could  not  afford  the 
luxury  of  any  significant  delays  in  enhancing  the  communities'  ca- 
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pability  to  protect  their  people  since  the  storage  threat  is  the  para- 
mount threat  and  not  the  demilitarization  process. 

The  eight  communities  now  have  emergency  plans,  procedures, 
and  emergency  operation  centers  from  which  they  can  direct  a 
timely  and  effective  response.  Most  have  communication  networks 
that  link  them  to  the  Army  installations  in  neighboring  commu- 
nities. 

Voice  capable  siren  systems  have  been  designed  and  the  bidding 
process  has  begun  in  most  of  tlie  communities. 

You  heard  from  Mr.  White  earlier  that  the  siren  ground  breaking 
starts  this  week  in  Anniston.  Several  have  reached  the  installation 
phase.  The  majority  of  CSEPP  communities  have  accident  warning 
and  other  essential  material  for  timely  decisionmaking. 

In  the  last  2  years  more  than  6,776  people  have  enrolled  in 
CSEPP-related  emergency  preparedness  and  response  training  pro- 
grams. Thousands  have  participated  in  20  CSEPP  exercises.  After 
all,  they  are  the  best  indicator  of  preparedness.  Our  goal  is  to  as- 
sure a  local  response  structure  to  enable  managers  to  provide  quick 
alert,  if  the  accident  occurs. 

Achieving  that  goal  within  the  framework  of  programwide  guide- 
lines and  available  funds  is  a  constant  challenge  as  we  review  local 
and  State  requests  for  specific  equipment  systems,  activities,  and 
personnel.  Believe  me,  this  is  a  negotiation  intensive  program  and 
a  true  test  of  local,  State,  and  Federal  partners  working  together 
for  the  benefit  of  the  public  we  all  serve. 

Our  mission  is  far  from  complete.  We  know  we  have  a  number 
of  challenges  still  ahead.  Among  them  are  overcoming  the  public 
perception  of  intrusiveness  with  regard  to  essential  alert  notifica- 
tion, tone  alert  radios  in  homes  and  shelter  in  place,  protective  ac- 
tion procedures  for  fast  moving  emergencies  where  we  don't  have 
enough  time  to  evacuate  the  people  and  we  have  heard  a  lot  of  dis- 
cussion on  this  this  morning. 

But  we  are  tackling  these  tough  issues  and  some  technical  ones 
as  well,  such  as  what  constitutes  adequate  protective  clothing, 
highly  controversial  issues. 

We  are  pushing  hard  to  meet  our  goal  of  having  all  communities 
reach  the  level  of  maximum  protection  by  the  end  of  1995. 

Our  new  Director,  James  E.  Witt,  brings  FEMA  extensive  knowl- 
edge of  and  commitment  to  this  program,  along  with  his  insights 
from  the  local  and  State  perspective  that  he  gained  in  his  former 
life  as  the  Arkansas  Office  of  Emergency  Services  Director  and  as 
an  Arkansas  County  judge. 

In  closing,  as  I  said  before,  our  mission  is  far  from  over.  How- 
ever, the  eight  CSEPP  communities  are  a  great  deal  better  pre- 
pared today  than  they  were  in  1988  and  they  will  be  maximally 
prepared  by  the  end  of  1995. 

In  fact,  the  communities  around  the  chemical  agent  stockpiles 
will  soon  be  recognized  as  the  best  prepared  commimities  in  the 
country  to  respond  to  any  emergency,  regardless  of  cause. 

I  would  like  to  thank  the  chairman  n)r  his  remarks  concerning 
FEMA's  ongoing  efforts  in  the  Midwest  concerning  the  floods. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Wingo  follows:] 
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Mr..  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  to 
appear  before  the  Subcommittee  on  the  Environment,  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  to  discuss  the  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency's  (FEMA's)  activities  in  support  of  the  Chemical  Stockpile 
Emergency  Preparedness  Program  (CSEPP) .  My  remarks  today  will 
cover:  FEMA's  mission  and  its  roles  and  responsibilities  in  CSEPP; 
the  structure  and  operation  of  the  program;  and  improvements  in 
emergency  preparedness  in  the  communities  surrounding  the  stockpile 
sites  since  1988. 

FEMA's  Mission 

The  overall  mission  of  FEMA  is  to  protect  and,  in  times  of 
emergency,  aid  the  people  of  the  United  States  through  leadership 
and  support  for  a  comprehensive,  all-hazard  emergency  management 
program  which  includes  mitigation,  preparedness,  response  and 
recovery.  This  mission  is  accomplished  in  cooperation  with  other 
Federal  Departments  and  agencies,  State  and  local  governments, 
private  and  volunteer  organizations. 

FEMA  works  with  State  and  local  governments  to  assure  that 
adequate  preparedness  is  in  place  for  all  hazards  they  may  face,  in 
order  to  save  lives  and  protect  property  when  an  emergency  occurs. 
Through  the  States,  we  administer  a  program  of  grants  to  over  3000 
State  and  local  jurisdictions  to  develop  and  maintain  an  emergency 
management  infrastructure. 
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These  funds  provided  by  FEMA  help  States  and  localities 
ensure  that,  regardless  of  the  cause,  emergency  managers  can 
determine  when  an  emergency  is  occurring,  assess  and  predict  its 
impact,  speak  rapidly  to  the  emergency  management  community  and 
first  responders,  broadcast  effective  messages  to  an  informed 
population,  decide  on  an  appropriate  public  health  and  safety 
strategy,  and  if  required,  evacuate  and  house  the  population. 
Funds  are  used  to  foster  the  development  of  plans  and  procedures; 
establish  systems  to  alert  and  notify  the  public,  emergency 
operating  centers  from  which  to  manage  the  emergency,  and 
communications  and  automated  data  processing  (ADP)  systems;  conduct 
training  and  exercises  for  emergency  managers  and  responders;  and 
carry  out  information  and  education  activities  for  the  public. 

The  ••Maximum  Protection'^  Mandate 

Our  ongoing  programs  uniquely  positioned  FEMA  to  reach  out  to 
State  and  local  governments  and  assist  the  Department  of  Defense 
(TOD)  in  meeting  the  "maximum  protection"  mandate  established  in 
Public  Law  99-145  with  respect  to  the  unitary  chemical  weapons 
stockpile. 

While  Congress  mandated  "maximum  protection,"  the  intent  of 
this  mandate  was  not  further  defined.  Thus,  FEMA  and  the  Army 
developed  operating  precepts  to  serve  as  guidelines  to  assure  the 
Congressional  mandate  is  achieved. 
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This  Congressional  mandate  requires  the  highest  level  of 
protection  of  any  emergency  preparedness  program  in  existence.  In 
contrast  to  CSEPP,  the  Radiological  Emergency  Preparedness  Program 
for  commercial  nuclear  power  plants  calls  for  "reasonable 
assurance"  that  public  health  and  safety  can  be  protected  in  the 
event  of  a  radiological  emergency  at  a  nuclear  power  plant  site. 

A  strong,  comprehensive  emergency  preparedness  program  is  the 
cornerstone  to  meeting  this  unparalleled  mandate.  FEMA  has 
developed  program  standards  based  upon  achieving  the  maximum 
protection  objective.  Thus,  once  all  the  standards  have  been  met, 
maximum  protection  is  assumed  to  have  been  achieved.  Decisions 
throughout  the  program  also  are  made  in  the  context  of  this 
mandate . 

Obviously,  the  most  important  objective  of  emergency 
preparedness  is  to  avoid  fatalities,  should  an  accidental  release 
occur.  Therefore,  in  meeting  this  mandate,  we  have  sought  to 
achieve  the  highest  level  of  protection  achievable  within  the 
resources  available,  taking  into  account  the  acceptability  of 
various  strategies  by  the  affected  communities. 


113 

FEMA's  C8EPP  Responsibilities 

In  August  1988,  the  U.S.  Army  and  FEMA  entered  into  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU)  which  established  the  framework 
for  working  with  affected  State  and  local  governments  to  provide 
for  the  public's  health  and  safety.  The  MOU  identified  respective 
roles  and  responsibilities  and  established  joint  program  efforts  in 
planning,  training,  exercising  and  information  exchange.  The  MOU 
was  reaffirmed  by  FEMA  and  the  Army  in  January  1993. 

Management  of  CSEPP  is  a  unique  partnership  among  the  U.S. 
Army,  FEMA,  supporting  Federal  Departments  and  agencies  and  State 
and  local  jurisdictions.  While  the  U.S.  Army  has  the  overall  lead 
and  is  the  responsible  agent  for  CSEPP,  FEMA  brings  to  the 
partnership  an  expertise  and  administrative  infrastructure  to 
develop  and  enhance  the  emergency  preparedness  capabilities  of  the 
participating  State  and  local  jurisdictions. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  MOU,  FEMA  has  lead  responsibility  for 
off -post  emergency  planning,  training,  exercises  and  public 
affairs.  FEMA  is  responsible  for:  providing  liaison  between  State 
and  local  governments  and  the  eight  military  installations; 
channelling  financial  assistance  to  State  and  local  governments; 
and  providing  technical  assistance  to  State  and  local  governments 
to  develop,  implement  and  evaluate  chemical  emergency  response 
measures . 
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We  are  very  fortunate  that  our  new  FEMA  Director,  James  Lee 
Witt,  brings  extensive  knowledge  of  and  commitment  to  CSEPP  from 
his  previous  experience  as  Director  of  Emergency  Management  in  the 
State  of  Arkansas,  along  with  insights  from  the  State  and  local 
perspective.   He  is  committed  to  its  successful  implementation. 

Program  Structure 

Ten  States  and  thirty-nine  counties  surrounding  the  eight  U.S. 
Army  stockpile  sites  participate  in  CSEPP.  Participating  States 
are:  Alabama,  Arkansas,  Colorado,  Indiana,  Illinois,  Kentucky, 
Maryland,  Oregon,  Utah  and  Washington. 

Fourteen  (14)  counties  are  in  Immediate  Response  Zones  (IRZs) , 
the  areas  closest  to  where  the  chemical  agents  are  stored, 
generally  within  an  approximately  six  (6)  to  nine  (9)  mile  radius. 
Twenty-three  counties  are  in  Protective  Action  Zones  (PAZs) , 
beginning  at  the  outer  edge  of  the  IRZs  and  extending  to  a  radius 
of  approximately  six  (6)  to  31  miles.  There  are  two  additional 
counties  designated  as  host  counties  which  lie  in  Precautionary 
Zones  (PZs) . 

The  CSEP  Program  is  administered  through  the  States,  as  are 
FEMA ' s  other  emergency  preparedness  programs .  Funds  are 
distributed  to  the  States  under  Comprehensive  Cooperative 
Agreements  (CCAs) ,  based  upon  a  negotiated  workplan  between  the 
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states  and  FEMA  Regional  Offices.  Under  the  Agreements,  each  State 
is  identifies  needs  within  the  State,  develops  proposed  projects  to 
meet  those  needs,  requests  funds,  disburses  funds  to  local 
governments,  and  is  responsible  for  financial  accountability  and 
reports  on  progress. 

This  structure  is  consistent  with  and  supportive  of  the 
authority  and  distribution  of  powers  within  most  States,  where  the 
State  government,  rather  than  counties  or  municipalities,  is 
assigned  lead  responsibility  for  emergency  planning  and  management. 

By  adding  CSEPP  to  the  all-hazard  emergency  management 
infrastructure  already  in  place  through  other  FEMA  programs,  we 
have  taken  advantage  of  existent  assets.  This  approach  also 
maximizes  current  capabilities  to  protect  the  public,  for  we 
realize  a  chemical  stockpile  accident  —  although  unlikely,  could 
occur  today,  as  we  simultaneously  strive  to  upgrade  those 
capabilities . 

While  administered  through  the  States,  the  primary  focus  of 
CSEPP  is  on  enhancing  the  response  capabilities  of  local 
governments  within  identified  risk  areas,  to  enable  them  to  respond 
quickly  and  effectively  to  any  rapidly  developing  chemical  warfare 
agent  incident  that  threatens  public  health  and  safety. 
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At  the  Federal  level,  the  principal  vehicles  for  obtaining 
input  and  achieving  interagency  and  intergovernmental  coordination 
are  the  Joint  Steering  Committee  (JSC)  and  its  six  Subcommittees. 
However,  to  ensure  accountability,  the  ultimate  decisionmaking 
authority  within  the  CSEP  Program  rests  with  the  U.S.  Army. 

The  JSC  was  established  under  the  MOU  to  review  the  status  of 
joint  programs,  discuss  and  resolve  issues,  consult  on  major  policy 
issues  and  provide  necessary  direction  to  meet  the  Army's  overall 
program  goals.  The  JSC  is  co-chaired  by  representatives  of  the 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Installations, 
Logistics  and  the  Environment  (I,L&E))  and  the  FEMA  Office  of 
Technological  Hazards.  Other  members  include  representatives  of 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Centers  for 
Disease  Control,  and  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  We 
are  very  pleased  to  have  Mr.  Dave  McMillion,  Director  of  the 
Maryland  Emergency  Management  Agency,  and  the  incoming  President  of 
the  National  Emergency  Management  Association,  representing  State 
and  local  views  to  the  JSC. 

Functional  area  Subcommittees  operate  under  the  policy 
direction  of  the  JSC  in  the  following  areas:  planning,  re- 
entry/restoration, training,  exercises,  public  affairs  and 
automation.  The  Subcommittees  identify,  develop  and  coordinate 
issues,  options  and  a  recommended  course  of  action  in  their 
assigned  topic  area.   The  Subcommittees  have  been  the  principal 
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forum  for  development  of  Planning  Standards.  To  ensure  that  State 
and  local  views  receive  a  full  airing  on  all  issues,  most 
Subcommittees  include  representatives  from  both  the  State  and 
county  level. 

Other  vehicles  to  coordinate,  obtain  views  and  exchange 
information  among  CSEPP  partners  are  annual  National  Conferences; 
quarterly  State  Directors'  Meetings  (in  which  input  from  local 
officials  is  directed  through  their  State  Emergency  Management 
Agency  Director) ;  National  and  site-specific  workshops  and 
meetings:  CSEPP  UPDATE  publication;  and  the  electronic  Emergency 
Preparedness  Information  Coordination  (EPIC)  System  bulletin  board. 

The  All -Hazards  Approach 

As  an  Agency,  FEMA  is  committed  to  an  all-hazard  emergency 
management  system  for  all  of  its  programs,  including  CSEPP,  which 
protects  the  Nation's  citizens  and  their  property  against  all 
threats  —  floods,  earthquakes,  terrorism,  foreign  attack,  chemical 
incidents  or  other  types  of  emergency  —  regardless  of  cause.  This 
approach  focuses  not  on  the  type  of  hazard  but  its  consequences, 
thereby  allowing  us  to  identify  the  common  functions  that  need  to 
be  performed  for  any  hazard,  and  use  our  resources  more  effectively 
to  improve  overall  emergency  management  capabilities  at  all  levels 
of  government. 
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As  we  help  States  and  cononunities  upgrade  their  capabilities 
to  deal  with  the  threat  of  a  chemical  weapons  incident,  wherever 
possible  we  build  and  draw  upon  the  infrastructure  already  in  place 
in  other  FEHA  programs  to  maximize  effective  use  of  scarce 
resources.  Likewise,  as  we  build  CSEPP  capabilities,  we  develop 
them  in  the  context  of  an  all-hazards  approach,  wherever  possible 
and  cost-effective.  Thus,  overall  capabilities  of  the  CSEPP 
States  and  communities  to  more  effectively  respond  to  natural  or 
other  man-made  hazards  are  enhanced. 

Hanagement  Approach 

CSEPP  is  being  built  from  two  perspectives.  The  first  focus 
is  establishment  of  a  response  infrastructure  to  enable  emergency 
managers  to  quickly  alert  the  public,  manage  the  response  and 
communicate  with  the  public,  the  media  and  emergency  responders. 
The  second  equally  important  focus  is  on  making  the  public  aware  of 
the  threat  and  of  what  to  do  in  the  unlikely  event  of  an  accident. 

A  CSEPP  master  plan  is  being  developed  to  assess  preparedness 
against  the  standards  at  each  stockpile  sites  and  lay  out  future 
activities  necessary  to  reach  the  maximum  protection  mandate.  The 
plan,  which  will  be  completed  this  fiscal  year,  will  guide  us  and 
track  progress  as  we  complete  implementation  of  the  program.  It 
also  will  help  to  identify  long-range  resource  requirements  and 
serve  as  a  basis  for  establishing  priorities. 
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FEMA  has  a  fiduciary  responsibility  to  the  Army  to  carefully 
evaluate  requests  from  the  States  and  communities  to  achieve 
"maximum  protection"  capability  within  the  limits  of  funds 
provided. 

Our  goal  is  to  deliver  maximum  available  resources  to  the 
local  communities  facing  the  most  significant  potential  threat. 
However,  we  have  had  to  ensure  cost-efficiencies  in  procurement  and 
compatibilities  of  major  systems  that  benefit  multiple 
jurisdictions.  In  many  cases,  this  has  meant  procurement  at  the 
State  level  for  systems  such  as  Alert  and  Notification, 
communications  and  ADP.  Moreover,  we  have  had  to  ensure  effective 
program  management  at  the  Federal  level  to  maintain  consistent 
standards  across  all  jurisdictions. 

To  date,  FEMA  has  been  awarded  approximately  $122.8  million 
from  the  U.S.  Army.  Of  this  amount,  about  79%,  or  $96.9  million, 
has  been  awarded  to  the  States  under  CCAs.  Each  year,  an 
increasing  proportion  of  the  funds  awarded  through  the 
Comprehensive  Cooperative  Agreements  to  the  States  goes  to  the 
counties;  in  FY  93,  it  was  roughly  half  as  shown  on  the  next  page: 
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Funds  Awarded  to  Counties  as 
a  Percent  of  Total  CCA  Awards 
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In  addition,  the  allocation  of  resources  is  tracked  according 
to  the  jurisdiction  that  spends  the  funds  rather  than  the 
jurisdiction  that  benefits  from  the  service.  For  example,  in  the 
area  of  siren  acquisition,  monies  will  be  reflected  at  the  Federal 
government  level  for  the  conduct  of  sound  propagation  studies  and 
at  the  State  level  where  procurement  contracts  are  issued. 
However,  the  counties  will  benefit  from  the  services.  They  will 
get  the  sirens  —  installed  at  specific  locations,  scientifically 
determined  to  ensure  that  every  citizen  within  the  at-risk  area  can 
hear  life-saving  warning  and  information.  Therefore,  just  looking 
at  the  proportion  of  the  funds  spent  at  the  State  and  county  levels 
does  not  present  a  true  picture  of  the  benefits  the  counties  have 
received  through  the  program. 
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At  the  request  of  FEMA's  Associate  Director,  State  and  Local 
Programs  and  Support  Directorate,  FEMA's  Inspector  General  (IG) 
completed  an  Audit  of  FEMA's  Management  of  CSEPP  in  February  1993, 
focusing  primarily  on  CSEPP  reporting  requirements.  As  a  result, 
FEMA  is  taking  a  number  of  steps  to  improve  accountability  of  funds 
and  meet  the  Army's  information  needs,  while  reducing  the  reporting 
burden  on  the  States.  Already,  a  simplified  reporting  format  that 
meets  the  requirements  of  both  FEMA  and  the  U.S.  Army  has  been 
adopted.  Mandatory  Computerized  Activities-Results  List  (CARL) 
codes  were  reduced  from  seventy-two  to  seven,  and  the  required 
submission  of  State  profiles  was  changed  from  a  monthly  to 
quarterly  basis.  We  will  continue  to  seek  ways  to  further 
streamline  the  reporting  system,  while  increasing  financial 
accountability. 

Improvements  to  Date 

We  are  proud  of  the  accomplishments  made  since  1988  in  the 
preparedness  of  communities  surrounding  the  stockpile  sites.  These 
communities  had  few  capabilities  to  deal  with  a  chemical  agent 
accident  in  1988.  Today,  they  are  clearly  better  prepared  in  terms 
of  plans,  procedures,  systems,  resources  and  know-how  to  protect 
the  lives  and  property  of  their  citizens.  Outlined  below  is  a 
description  of  the  improvements. 
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Planning 

In  April  1993  Planning  Guidance  was  issued  that  included  seven 
standards:  Alert  and  Notification,  Emergency  Operating  Centers, 
Communications,  Public  Education  and  Information,  Command  and 
Control,  Evacuee  Support  and  Traffic  and  Access  Control.  Two 
additional  standards  relating  to  Protective  Actions  are  in  their 
final  stages  of  coordination  and  are  expected  to  be  issued  by 
September  30,  1993.  The  standards  on  Emergency  Worker  Protection, 
Decontamination  and  Reentry  are  awaiting  resolution  by  the  Army  of 
issues  relating  to  the  potential  for  off post  liquid  deposition  and 
personal  protective  equipment.  It  is  anticipated  that  these 
standards,  and  the  Emergency  Medical  Services  standard,  will  be 
issued  in  Spring,  1994. 

Other  planning  tools  have  been  developed  for  State  and  local 
jurisdictions.  These  include  a  computer  model  for  downwind  hazard 
prediction,  the  Oak  Ridge  Evacuation  Modeling  System  to  assist  in 
estimating  evacuation  times,  and  the  Protective  Action  Dose 
Reduction  Estimator  for  use  in  developing  protective  action 
strategies.  The  last  two  models  are  undergoing  testing  and  will  be 
available  to  States  and  localities  in  September  1993.  Although 
development  of  these  tools  has  been  funded  at  the  Federal  level, 
the  products  are  designed  to  meet  local  needs. 

CSEPP-specif ic  emergency  response  plans  have  been  developed 
for  all  14  IRZ  counties  and  for  21  of  the  23  PAZ  counties.   The 
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other  two  PAZ  counties  are  developing  plans.  In  most  cases  these 
overall  plans  incorporate  specific  plans  for  selecting  appropriate 
protective  actions,  for  protecting  special  populations  and  for 
providing  support  to  people  who  evacuate. 


Percentage  of  IRZ  and  PAZ  Counties 
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More  than  three-fourths  of  the  participating  IRZ  and  PAZ 
counties  have  developed  protective  action  strategy  plans  which 
outline  the  protective  actions  that  would  be  appropriate  for  the 
community  under  a  given  accident  situation  and  meteorological 
condition.  About  90  percent  of  the  IRZ  and  PAZ  counties  have 
prepared  special  population  plans  to  ensure  that  all  people  with 
special  needs  (e.g.,  the  handicapped,  hearing  or  visually-impaired, 
elderly)  are  identified  and  are  provided  with  information  about 
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CSEPP.  These  plans  also  outline  any  special  measures  that  need  to 
be  taken  to  protect  these  people  during  a  chemical  agent 
emergency. 


Percentage  of  IR2  and  PAZ  Counties 
with  Developed  Support  Plans 
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Chemical  agent  emergencies  could  involve  evacuation  of  people, 
and,  at  some  locations,  the  number  of  evacuees  could  be  quite 
large.  More  than  75%  of  the  IRZ  and  PAZ  counties  have  plans  to 
support  evacuees  to  ensure  that  people  who  leave  their  homes  as  a 
result  of  a  chemical  agent  event  are  provided  with  congregate  food 
and  shelter  and  other  necessities  until  they  are  able  to  return 
home.  The  remaining  counties  are  currently  developing  plans. 


16 


125 


Enhanced   Relationships   between   Installations   and   Offpost 
Communities 

CSEPP  is  a  program  grounded  in  a  partnership  approach  to 
problem-solving.  This  spirit  of  partnership  is  evident  in 
numerous  cooperative  activities  and  planning  efforts  among  the 
installations,  the  communities  surrounding  the  stockpile  sites  and 
the  States.  And,  our  definition  of  "community"  is  one  that  cuts 
across  all  segments  of  the  population  who  need  to  be  involved,  such 
as  hospitals,  schools,  local  officials  and  others.  Among  the  signs 
of  increased  cooperation  are  monthly  or  quarterly  planning  meetings 
of  all  affected  parties  at  most  sites;  an  approved  accident 
classification  system;  dedicated  communications  linkages  between 
the  installations  and  local  governments;  movement  to  a  single 
automation  system  for  civilian  and  installation  EOCs;  and  joint 
CSEPP  training  and  exercises.  We  expect  new  areas  of  cooperation 
to  emerge  as  the  program  continues  to  develop. 

Major  Systems 

Significant  time,  resources  and  attention  in  CSEPP  has  been 
focused  on  designing  and  building  major  hardware  systems  to  afford 
maximum  protection  to  the  public.  It  takes  time  to  develop  concept 
studies,  standards  and  criteria,  and  location-specific  engineering 
studies;  procure  through  often  lengthy  State  procurement  processes; 
and  install  the  systems. 
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However,  major  strides  have  been  made  in  Alert  and 
Notification  since  the  inception  of  CSEPP.  Concept  and  location- 
specific  engineering  studies  have  been  completed  and  Planning 
Standards  for  Alert  and  Notification  have  been  issued.  Most  of  the 
States  and  counties  previously  employed  some  form  of  route  alerting 
(such  as  loud  speakers  on  roving  vehicles)  ,  along  with  the 
Emergency  Broadcast  System  or  some  sirens.  Today,  sophisticated 
siren  systems  with  voice  capability  have  been  designed  for  all  IRZ 
counties  and  installations  and  will  be  much  more  effective  than 
route  alerting.  Requests  for  proposals  have  been  initiated  in  over 
70%  (11  of  14)  of  IRZ  counties;  bidding  has  been  initiated  in  36% 
(5  of  the  14)  of  IRZ  counties;  and  about  20%  (3  of  the  14)  of  the 
counties  have  initiated  installation. 
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standards  call  for  redundant  Alert  and  Notification  systems 
in  IRZ  counties.  Tone  Alert  Radio  Systems  will  be  given  to  IRZ 
residents  and  special  facilities  such  as  schools.  To  date,  Tone 
Alert  Radio  Systems  have  been  designed  for  two  counties  and  bidding 
for  TARS  has  been  initiated  in  one  of  the  two  counties.  Tone  Alert 
Radio  Systems  are  currently  under  study  in  a  number  of  other  areas. 
A  major  challenge  is  to  overcome  the  public  perception  that  these 
home  alerting  devices  intrude  on  the  privacy. 

Emergency  Operating  Centers  combine  physical  facilities, 
equipment,  personnel  and  procedures  to  facilitate  coordinated 
management  of  a  jurisdiction's  emergency  response.  Gathering  all 
officials  with  key  command  and  control  roles  at  a  central  location 
is  critical.  Approximately  half  of  the  IRZ  Emergency  Operating 
Centers  are  operational  and  in  conformance  with  CSEPP  standards. 
The  rest  are  functional  in  that  an  Emergency  Operating  Center 
exists  that  can  be  used  for  emergency  response.  In  fact,  all  EOCs 
are  being  used  for  exercises  and  real-world  emergencies  today. 

Improved  communications  networks  are  being  placed  in  all  IRZ 
counties  and  the  majority  extend  to  PAZ  counties.  All  IRZ  counties 
have  planned  dedicated  non-public  switched  telephone  systems  and 
the  majority  are  being  installed  or  are  operational.  Three- 
quarters  of  the  IRZ  counties  also  have  planned  dedicated  radio 
systems  and  one  half  of  the  IRZ  counties  have  fully  operational 
systems  at  this  time. 
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Integration  of  ADP  hardware,  software  and  data  bases  into 
CSEPP  is  essential  in  meeting  the  maximum  protection  requirement. 
Automation  is  being  integrated  into  CSEPP  in  phases  —  an  initial 
system,  followed  by  a  full-featured  system.  Most  IRZ  counties  have 
operational  automation  systems.  Most  of  them  use  the  Integrated 
Baseline  System  (IBS)  as  the  initial  system.  The  IBS  includes 
electronic  messaging,  a  plume-projection  capability,  a  geographic 
information  system  for  mapping,  and  electronic  checklists.  The 
full  feature  system,  which  will  be  installed  in  FY  95,  will  be  used 
for  additional  purposes  such  as  rapid  accident  warning,  planning 
and  analysis,  chemical  event  notification,  protective  actions 
recommendations,  execution  of  implementing  procedures  during 
response  operations,  resource  management,  population  assistance  and 
recovery  operations. 

Training 

Training  has  been  a  valuable  link  among  the  counties, 
installations  and  the  States.  During  the  last  two  years,  6,776 
people^  have  enrolled  in  CSEPP-related  emergency  preparedness  and 
response  training  programs.  The  majority  of  those  trained  are  at 
the  county  level .  While  courses  are  developed  at  the  National 
level  for  program-wide  consistency,  local  participants  remain  the 
target  audience. 


'  Number  of  enrollments  may  exceed  actual  number  of  people 
trained  because  one  person  may  have  taken  more  than  one  course. 
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Each  State  has  an  Exercise  and  Training  Officer  who  works 
directly  with  the  counties  and  often  with  the  installation  to 
enable  CSEPP  personnel  to  meet  the  standards  and  procedures 
developed  by  the  program.  Based  on  needs  identified  by  local 
officials,  training  to  date  has  focused  primarily  on  CSEPP 
orientation,  planning,  response,  public  affairs  and  medical 
preparedness.  As  new  operating  systems  are  installed  and 
additional  standards  and  procedures  developed,  training  will 
address  new  needs  identified  by  local  officials.  For  example, 
systems  and  procedures  training  and  reentry  will  be  a  major  focus 
of  future  training  as  new  warning  and  automation  systems  and  EOCs 
become  operational,  and  additional  standards  and  guidelines  are 
issued. 

There  is  a  national  training  plan  that  outlines  policies  and 
procedures  for  CSEPP  and  several  States  are  completing  their  own 
training  plans.  Quarterly  meetings  are  held  between  State  Exercise 
and  Training  Officers  and  FEMA  National  and  regional  personnel  to 
exchange  information.  The  State  Exercise  and  Training  Officers 
work  with  each  county  to  schedule  and  carry  out  training.  Course 
materials,  including  videos,  study  guides  and  lesson  plans  are 
provided  to  State  and  local  instructors  to  enable  them  to  perform 
the  needed  training  and  document  completion  of  training. 
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Exercises 

The  CSEPP  exercise  program  has  been  established  to  test  local, 
installation  and  State  emergency  operations  plans  and  the 
jurisdictions'  capabilities  to  implement  those  plans.  Mandatory 
exercises  consist  of  an  initial  cycle  of  three  exercises — a  Table 
Top,  Direction  and  Control  and  a  Full  Scale  exercise  —  during  the 
first  year.  The  initial  cycle  is  followed  by  a  sustainment  cycle 
of  a  biennial,  federally-managed  and  evaluated  Full  Scale  and 
Direction  and  Control  exercise  in  the  off  year.  This  program  will 
continue  until  all  chemical  weapons  at  a  facility  have  been 
destroyed . 

To  date,  five  sites  (Pueblo,  Blue  Grass,  Tooele,  Newport  and 
Anniston)  have  completed  their  initial  exercise  cycle.  Pine  Bluff 
will  complete  its  initial  cycle  this  December.  Aberdeen  begins  its 
initial  cycle  in  November  1993. 

For  many  of  the  State  and  local  jurisdictions,  this 
comprehensive,  multi- jurisdictional  exercise  program  is  a  new 
concept  and  many  lessons  have  been  learned  from  the  exercises 
completed  to  date.  For  instance,  we  have  learned  that 
communication  between  installations  and  off-post  jurisdictions 
needs  considerable  improvement,  both  in  terms  of  physical  equipment 
and  human  interaction.  Assessment  of  the  threat  and  off -post 
notification  has  not  been  timely  and  critical  installation 
terminology  is  frequently  not  understood  by  off -post  personnel.  In 
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addition,  post-exercise  reports  have  not  been  completed  in  a  timely 
manner  and  shared  with  other  jurisdictions  so  that  everyone  in 
CSEPP  can  benefit  from  the  lessons  learned  in  each  exercise. 

We  are  streamlining  the  exercise  evaluation  process  to  better 
serve  the  needs  of  civilian  and  military  jurisdictions.  In  the 
future,  evaluation  reports  will  be  provided  immediately  after  an 
exercise  to  installation  and  civilian  officials.  A  30-day  review 
and  comment  period  will  be  provided  prior  to  finalization  at  the 
FEMA  Regional  level  and  distribution.  A  new  feature  of  the  report 
will  consist  of  a  plan  negotiated  between  the  Region  and  State  and 
local  officials  to  correct  exercise  deficiencies  and  identify 
responsibility  for  correction.  Problems  noted  during  exercises 
will  be  addressed  in  future  planning  and  training  activities. 

I  am  encouraged  by  the  enthusiasm  demonstrated  by  installation 
and  off post  exercise  participants.  State  and  local  jurisdictions 
have  come  a  long  way  since  the  inception  of  CSEPP.  As  we  continue 
and  enhance  the  CSEPP  exercise  program,  I  anticipate  further 
improvements  in  their  capability  to  protect  the  public  from 
chemical  weapons  incidents  as  well  as  other  hazards. 

Public  Information  and  Education 

Public  education  and  information  programs  are  one  of  the  major 
challenges  of  CSEPP.  At  the  core  of  this  challenge  is  our  ability 
to  earn  the  public's  trust  and  confidence  that  the  local.  State  and 
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Federal  CSEPP  partnership  can  and  will  protect  those  who  live  and 
work  near  the  chemical  weapons  stockpiles  now  and  until  the  agents 
are  eliminated.  The  success  of  the  program  hinges  on  the  public's 
commitment  to  learn  about  the  risks  and  plan  for  their  families' 
protection. 

In  1988,  few  formal  offpost  chemical  stockpile-specific  public 
education  and  emergency  public  information  programs  were  in 
existence  in  the  eight  stockpile  communities.  Over  the  last  five 
years,  FEMA  has  spearheaded  a  pre-emergency  public  awareness 
campaign  targeted  to  the  public,  community  leaders,  interested 
organizations  and  the  media.  At  the  same  time,  FEMA  has  helped 
CSEPP  communities  and  States  establish  procedures  for  timely, 
accurate  and  coordinated  dissemination  of  information  to  the  public 
in  the  event  of  an  actual  stockpile  emergency. 

Today,  all  CSEPP  States  and  some  counties  have  CSEPP- funded 
staff  to  handle  public  education  and  information  needs.  CSEPP 
educational  and  informational  materials,  such  as  calendars, 
brochures  and  information  sheets,  have  been  distributed  in  many 
CSEPP  communities.  CSEPP  document  libraries  are  in  place  at  easy- 
access  locations  for  the  public  in  each  community.  Public  service 
announcements  have  been  completed  for  Washington,  Oregon  and 
Arkansas  and  are  under  development  for  other  States. 
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FEMA  has  developed  a  pilot  emergency  infoinmation  kiosk  in 
cooperation  with  the  Maryland  Emergency  Management  Agency  to 
increase  public  awareness  of  CSEPP.  Additional  kiosks  are  planned 
for  other  CSEPP  states.  This  display  offers  information  to 
citizens,  by  county,  on  CSEPP  and  other  hazards  and  actions  people 
should  take  to  protect  themselves.  The  stand-alone  unit  employs 
state-of-the-art  technologies  in  a  touch-screen  presentation  and, 
on  command,  printed  hazard-specific  and  general  emergency 
information.  For  a  chemical  stockpile  incident,  the  kiosk  provides 
information  on  A&N  systems  and  answers  to  frequently  asked 
questions.  It  is  an  excellent  example  of  the  multi-hazard 
approach.  CSEPP  builds  upon  work  of  other  FEMA  emergency 
preparedness  programs  and  provides  the  public  with  information  that 
may  save  lives  in  a  number  of  emergency  situations.  Other  recent 
CSEPP  products  include  a  15-minute  video  (closed-captioned  for  the 
hearing  impaired  and  available  in  Spanish)  and  brochures  for  the 
public  in  generic  and  community-specific  versions. 

The  Joint  Information  Center  —  a  central  facility  activated 
in  an  emergency  to  facilitate  the  coordination  and  compatibility  of 
information  disseminated  by  the  various  agencies  and  jurisdictions 
to  the  pviblic  and  media  —  is  an  integral  part  of  CSEPP.  Joint 
Information  Centers  are  operable  in  Alabama  and  Utah,  and  most 
other  communities  have  selected  or  are  negotiating  for  facilities. 
Samples  of  and  guidance  for  Emergency  Broadcast  System  messages 
have  been  distributed  and  many  CSEPP  counties  have  prepared,  or  are 
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in  the  process  of  preparing,   prescripted  protective  action 
recommendation  messages. 

Trained  public  affairs  staff  with  a  wide  variety  of  printed, 
visual  and  multi-media  products  and  support  from  FEMA's  public 
affairs  specialists  and  the  Army,  meet  requests  from  and  reach  out 
to  the  public,  media,  community  leaders  and  special  interest  groups 
in  a  variety  of  forums.  While  the  level  of  outreach  activity 
varies  widely  among  the  eight  stockpile  sites,  a  firm  public 
affairs  structure  and  program  now  exist  to  meet  the  ever  increasing 
needs  and  demands  for  public  education  and  information  on  CSEPP. 
These  efforts  support  our  belief  that  a  sound  emergency 
preparedness  program  is  grounded  in  an  informed  citizenship. 

Reentry/Restoration 

Among  the  most  difficult  issues  that  must  be  faced  is  to 
determine  when  an  (actual  or  potential)  agent-contaminated  area  or 
structure  is  safe  for  reentry  by  the  general  populace.  FEMA,  the 
Army,  States  and  other  Federal  Departments  and  agencies  are 
collaborating  through  the  Reentry/Restoration  Subcommittee  on  a 
number  of  activities  to  prepare  communities  to  deal  quickly  and 
responsibly  with  this  issue.  Agent  control  limits  for 
environmental  media  were  approved  by  the  Office  of  the  Army  Surgeon 
General  in  January  1993  and  are  being  submitted  to  the  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  for  review.  In  addition,  CSEPP  has  funded  research 
and  guidance  on  a  number  of  reentry  issues  (e.g.,  agent  control 

26 


135 


limits  for  foodstuffs,  milk  and  soil;  biomonitors  for  nerve  agents; 
permeability  of  commercial  protective  clothing  materials  to  agent 
simulants;  rate  of  movement  of  liquid  agent  simulants  through 
construction  materials;  and  recovery  of  agent  simulants  in  meat, 
milk  and  forage) .  Guidance  has  been  developed  for  local 
authorities  to  use  in  preparing  site-specific  reentry/restoration 
plans  and  site-specific  symposia  have  been  conducted. 

Conclusion 

Our  mission  is  far  from  complete.  We  are  doing  all  we  can  to 
have  all  major  systems  in  place  and  operational  to  meet  the 
Congressional  mandate  of  maximum  protection  as  soon  as  possible. 
Our  current  target  is  to  complete  implementation  by  the  end  of  1995 
and  begin  the  maintenance  phase  which  will  continue  until  all  the 
chemical  weapons  stockpiles  are  destroyed. 

FEMA  and  its  new  leaders  are  committed  to  ensuring  the 
successful  implementation  of  the  CSEPP  and  protection  of  the  public 
health  and  safety  of  our  citizens.  This  has  been,  and  continues  to 
be,  a  difficult  challenge.  "Maximum  protection"  is  the  most 
stringent  requirement  of  any  emergency  preparedness  program 
directive,  but  we  are  confident  that  the  emergency  management 
community  can  achieve  that  goal  over  time.  There  are  difficult 
social  challenges  which  need  to  be  overcome,  such  as  the  need  to 
warn  people  in  their  own  homes  through  Tone  Alert  Radios,  which 
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some  perceive  as  intrusive,  and  technical  issues  that  must  be 
resolved  before  we  can  move  forward  in  some  areas. 

However,  there  have  been  significant  gains  since  1988  in  the 
capabilities  of  participating  State  and  local  jurisdictions  to 
respond  to  a  chemical  weapons  incident,  and  the  full  range  of  other 
potential  hazards.  And  communities  surrounding  the  stockpile  sites 
will  be  better  prepared  in  the  future  as  the  program  progresses. 

I  will  be  happy  to  respond  to  any  questions  or  comments  at 
this  time. 
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Mr.  Synar.  Don't  be  too  nice  yet. 

Mr.  Owen,  let's  go  through  the  basics.  The  program  was  estab- 
lished 5  years  ago  in  1988;  correct? 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  Initial  cost  was  estimated  at  $114  million;  correct? 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir.  Could  I  add  here  that  at  that  time  we  were 
building  a  program  to  last  as  long  as  the  disposal  of  the  weapons 
lasted.  Since  tnen  the  Congress  has  mandated  several  extensions 
to  the  weapons  disposal  schedule. 

Mr.  Synar.  Let's  go  through  the  basics.  You  are  now  estimating 
the  cost  to  be  $696  million  oy  the  year  2003  which  is  where  the 
schedule  is. 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir;  2003. 

Mr.  Synar.  How  much  money  has  been  spent  so  far? 

Mr.  Owen.  $186  million  roughly. 

Mr.  Synar.  Based  upon  those  numbers,  of  the  36  counties  and 
10  States  surrounding  the  chemical  weapons  storage  plants,  how 
many  of  them  are  today  prepared  for  a  major  chemical  agent  re- 
lease? 

Mr.  Owen.  I  don't  believe  any  of  those  communities  are  in  a  posi- 
tion where  they  can  say  they  are  comprehensively  and  near  being 
totally  prepared. 

Mr.  Synar.  Let's  look  at  some  specifics.  How  many  of  those  com- 
munities have  alert  and  notification  devices  such  as  sirens  and 
tone  alert  radios? 

Mr.  Owen.  None  have  them  operating  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Synar.  How  many  of  the  communities  have  emergency  re- 
sponse and  medical  personnel  with  protective  clothing? 

Mr.  Owen.  None  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Synar.  How  many  have  hospitals  which  have  decontamina- 
tion capabilities? 

Mr.  Owen.  I  cannot  say  none  to  that.  I  believe  some  communities 
have  hospitals  that  have  reasonably  sophisticated  decontamination 
capabilities;  others  may  not. 

Mr.  Synar.  Given  that  none  of  those  things  are  in  place,  what 
did  the  money  go  for? 

Mr.  Owen.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  your  question.  I  believe 
that  I  would  like  to  respond  by  saying  I  view  this  program,  and  I 
don't  know  if  it  is  written  down  in  anv  kind  of  formal  planning  doc- 
ument or  whatever,  but  it  is  kind  of  a  four-phase  program  where 
we  started  out.  We  went  into 

Mr.  Synar.  Shouldn't  it  have  been  kind  of  formal  and  written 
down? 

Mr.  Owen.  No,  sir,  I  meant  we  do  have  those  documents,  master 
plans  and  what  not,  some  of  those  are  revised  periodically  and 
have  proven  to  be  inadequate  in  some  instances,  bad  estimates. 

But  I  don't  know  if  these  four  phases  are  laid  out  necessarily 
there,  but  in  responding  to  your  question,  I  view  it  as  a  four-phase 
program  where  we  went  into  the  communities  approximately  5 
years  ago  and  found  that  basically  all  the  communities  were  at  al- 
most baseline  zero,  very,  very  little  emergency  management  capa- 
bility. 

So  we  helped  them  identify  the  capabilities  that  they  had  at 
hand.  We  helped  them  enhance  some  of  what  they  had  at  hand  so 
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that  they  could  better  be  able  to  participate  in  this  program  as  well 
as  seize  the  advantage  and  take  advantage  of  what  they  had  at 
hand. 

Mr.  Synar.  How  much  did  that  cost  to  identify  that? 

Mr.  Owen,  I  can't  equate  a  specific  amount  of  dollars  to  the 
phases  I  was  about  to  walk  through,  sir,  necessarily. 

Mr.  Synar.  How  much  did  it  cost  to  enhance?  We  need  to  know 
where  this  $187  million  went;  don't  we? 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  Do  you  have  an  allocation  for  identification  of  prob- 
lems and  enhancing?  I  mean  how  much  did  that  cost? 

Mr.  Owen.  That  particular  phase  I  could  not  assign  a  dollar  fig- 
ure to.  We  can  show  where  the  $186  million  has  been  spent  to  date 
in  broad  categories. 

Mr.  Synar,  Go  to  the  next  phase. 

Mr.  Owen.  The  second  phase,  being  a  phase  that  I  like  to  think 
that  we  are  kind  of  at  the  back  door  and  we  are  just  about  finished 
and  hope  to  be  finished  by  the  end  of  this  calendar  year.  This 
would  be  the  phase  that  I  guess  has  caused  a  great  deal  of  concern 
because  it  has  been  a  slow  and  somewhat  bureaucratic  phase.  It 
has  been  cumbersome.  That  is  some  of  the  technical  studies  that 
have  been  required  to  develop  standards  and  get  those  standards 
out  into  the  field  to  allow  the  local  and  State  governments  to  com- 
mence planning  activities. 

Mr.  Synar.  How  much  of  the  $187  million  went  to  that  phase? 

Mr.  Owen.  Again,  sir,  the  phases  that  I  am  using  for  my  answer 
here  this  morning,  I  have  not  attempted  to  equate  dollar  figures  to 
them. 

Mr.  Synar.  You  don't  know  how  much  the  studies  cost? 

Mr.  Owen.  We  have  those  figures  and  we  can  develop  them  for 
the  record.  I  am  not  prepared  to  answer  off  the  top  of  my  head  this 
morning;  no,  sir. 

We  are  about  to  leave  that  phase  two  and  go  into,  I  think,  a 
much  more  important  phase  which  is  the  implementation  or  field- 
ing phase  with  procurement  of  the  various  required  equipment  by 
the  State  and  local  governments,  primarily  the  local  governments. 

I  believe  every  one  of  our  State  and  local  counties  are  scheduled 
to  award  contracts  during  this  calendar  year  for  siren  systems. 
They  may  not  have  those  sirens  put  up  by  the  end  of  this  year,  but 
I  believe  they  are  all  scheduled  to  award  the  contracts  this  year. 

Finally,  once  we  get  through  the  third  phase,  implementation 
and  fielding,  we  go  into  our  fourth  phase.  Tne  annual  expenditure 
should  be  less,  but  that  phase  can  go  on  for  a  period  of  time.  That 
is  the  maintenance  phase.  We  have  shown  that  we  estimate  that 
maintenance  costs  on  an  annual  basis  at  the  back  end  of  this  pro- 
gram could  be  someplace  in  the  vicinity  of  $50  million  to  $70  mil- 
lion during  phase  four. 

So  I  think  we  are  coming  out  of  phase  two  and  about  to  go  to 
phase  three, 

Mr.  Synar.  Now  back  to  the  question,  where  did  the  $187  million 
go? 

Mr.  Owen.  I  believe  that  in  broad  breakouts,  as  you  have  heard 
here  earlier  this  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  approximately  $90 
million  to  $100  million  of  that  went  to  State  and  local  governments. 
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Mr.  Synar.  But  what  did  it  go  for? 

Mr.  Owen.  It  went  for  staffing  in  some  instances,  for  the  counties 
and  States.  There  were  personnel  that  were  hired,  over  200  at  this 
time.  It  went  for  the  development  and  the  partial  fielding  of  some 
fairly  sophisticated  automated  data  processing  systems  that  are 
linked  into  another  piece  of  equipment  that  was  put  into  the  field. 

Mr.  Synar.  Are  any  of  those  operating,  Mr.  Owen. 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir.  Data  processing  systems  are  operating  in 
some  locations,  some  more  elaborate^  than  in  other  locations. 
Some  of  that  expenditure  has  gone  to  procurement  and  securing  of 
modern,  state-of-the-art  communications  systems,  such  as  we  heard 
Mr.  White  talk  about  this  morning.  The  800  megahertz  system  is 
the  desired  system  in  most  locales  and  we  have  expended  moneys 
on  that. 

Some  of  this  money  has  gone  toward  these  technical  studies. 
Some  of  these  technical  studies  have  required  outside  contractor 
support  from  the  Argonne  National  Laboratory,  Oak  Ridge  Na- 
tional Laboratory  and  in  some  instances  several  private  concerns 
as  well  such  as  Schneider  Engineering,  Emergency  Management 
Studies  and  whatnot, 

Mr.  Synar.  But  back  to  my  original  question:  Not  one  community 
of  the  36  counties  and  the  10  States  is  presently  ready  for  an  emer- 
gency; is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Owen.  They  are  not  totally  ready.  They  would  not  consider 
themselves  to  be  amply  prepared  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Sanders. 

Mr.  Sanders.  The  advantage,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  being  the  chair- 
man is  you  have  the  opportunity  of  asking  the  first  questions. 
Some  of  us  have  to  then  followup.  I  think  it  is  fairly  clear  that  we 
have  a  slightly  different  perception  from  the  gentlemen  before  us 
today  as  to  how  successful  the  program  has  been. 

I  quote  again  from  the  GAO  report  which  says: 

Even  though  CSEPP  has  used  $187  million  in  funding,  the  program  has  made  lit- 
tle progress  in  achieving  its  main  objective  of  helping  communities  prepare  for 
emergencies  involving  chemical  agent  release. 

What  gets  me  very,  very  upset  is  I  get,  as  I  am  sure  all  Members 
do,  we  get  letters  back  home  fi-om  people  who  are  facing  desperate 
problems.  They  don't  have  enough  food  to  eat.  We  are  fighting  to 
increase  the  Food  Stamp  Program  and  some  people  say  we  don't 
have  enough  money. 

Then  we  hear  you  not  answering  the  chairman  with  any  clarity, 
at  least  to  my  mind,  where  huge  sums  of  money  are  going.  This  is 
very,  very  disturbing.  I  happen  to  believe  that  this  program  is  a 
important  program.  I  happen  to  believe  that  if  I  were  in  an  affected 
community,  I  damn  well  would  want  to  know  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment is  making  sure  that  in,  God  forbid,  an  emergency,  the  peo- 
ple in  my  community  are  being  protected.  I  believe  that. 

But  I  have  to  say,  based  on  wnat  I  have  heard,  that  a  lot  of  what 
we  are  hearing  from  you,  in  all  due  respect,  gentlemen,  is  bureau- 
cratic jargon. 

I  was  a  mayor  for  8  years.  When  you  are  a  mayor  for  8  years 
you  hear  things  like  "we  are  working  hard  to  identify  problems." 
How  many  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  do  you  need  to  identify  the 
problem? 
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Sometimes  you  have  lunch  with  somebody  and  go  over  it  and  you 
could  identify  it  in  a  cheap  restaurant  for  $3.  Other  people  can 
spend  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  identifying  the  problems.  It  seems 
to  me  you  may  have  taken  the  latter  approach. 

Let  me  ask  the  gentleman  a  very  frank  question,  I  mean  this 
with  all  due  respect.  Based  on  what  we  have  heard,  can  you  tell 
me  why  the  current  management  of  this  whole  program  should  not 
be  radically  changed  and  the  budget  significantly  reduced?  For 
those  of  us  who  want  to  pay  attention  to  the  real  priorities  of  this 
country,  tell  me  why  we  should  not  be  recommending  to  the  appro- 
priation process  significant  cutbacks  in  the  funding  and  radical 
changes  in  the  management  of  this  program  based  on  what  we 
have  heard  so  far? 

Mr.  WiNGO,  Congressman,  I  would  like  to  respond  to  that  ques- 
tion and  the  previous  question.  Mr.  Owen  was  attempting  to  ad- 
dress the  costs  based  on  the  phasing  of  the  program,  the  initial 
studies  in  phase  one,  technical  development  for  phase  two,  imple- 
mentation for  phase  three,  and  maintenance  for  phase  four. 

Our  accounting  systems  are  not  arranged  that  way.  They  are  ar- 
ranged by  functional  requirement.  As  Mr.  Owen  mentioned,  about 
$96  million  of  the  money  has  gone  to  the  States.  Approximately 
$30  million  has  gone  to  FEMA  and  roughly  $60  million  or  so  has 
gone  to  the  Army. 

For  the  committee's  benefit  today,  I  would  like  to  provide  a  quick 
indication  of  how  that  money  has  been  spent.  In  the  alert  notifica- 
tion area,  $22  million  has  been  provided  to  State  and  local  govern- 
ments for  upgrading  of  their  community  warning  systems. 

As  you  heard  earlier  today,  the  engineering  designs  have  been 
completed.  Ground  breaking  is  starting.  That  money  is  in  their  cof- 
fers for  bid  purposes  at  the  State  and  K)cal  level. 

I  don't  want  to  sit  here  and  point  fingers  here  today.  But  I  need 
to  remind  the  committee  that  the  RFP  process  at  the  State  level 
is  also  very  cumbersome  and  it  takes  approximately  1  year  or  so 
to  bring  these  vendors  in.  That  was  the  experience  that  Mr.  Dave 
White  had.  Particularly  in  a  sluggish  economy  there  are  many  peo- 
ple trying  to  gain  this  work.  There  has  been  $9  million  dedicated 
to  the  emergency  operation  centers,  $22  million  to  communications, 
$12  million  to  automation,  $1  million  in  training  and  the  exercise 
program. 

I  am  happv  to  see  that  the  GAO's  commentary  with  respect  to 
planning  and  exercises  there  was  very  positive.  A  small  amount, 
about  $250,000  has  been  dedicated  to  exercises  and  $12  million 
dedicated  to  salaries  and  benefits  for  the  States  and  the  locals  to 
administer  their  programs. 

Mr.  Sanders.  You  are  giving  us  line  items  as  to  where  the 
money  is  being  spent  and  we  understand  that.  The  question  is,  as 
I  think  the  chairman  was  trying  to  get  at,  what  is  the  accomplish- 
ment? 

Mr.  WiNGO.  What  is  the  level  of  preparedness? 

Mr.  Sanders.  You  were  giving  us,  and  that  is  fair  enough,  line 
items  as  to  where  money  is  being  spent.  We  understand  that.  But 
the  question  is,  as  I  think  the  chairman  was  trying  to  get  at,  what 
is  it  accomplishing?  What  is  the  level  of  preparedness?  We  have 
heard  the  level  of  preparedness  today  is  not  very  impressive.  What 


141 

we  have  also  heard  is  that  the  original  estimates  as  to  the  entire 
program  underestimated,  I  believe,  by  6  times  the  total  cost. 

Mr.  WiNGO.  At  this  point  in  time,  and  I  wanted  to  point  out  that 
those  hardware  expenses  are  the  lion's  share,  $70  million  roughlv 
of  the  $90  million  that  has  gone  to  State  and  local.  This  is  not  all 
contracts  for  personal  services  requirements. 

The  alert  notification  issue  has  been  addressed  over  and  over 
this  morning.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  standards  were 
generated  by  consensus  with  State  and  local  input  in  1991.  Within 
7  months,  FEMA  designed  every  system  on  behalf  of  the  State  and 
local  jurisdictions,  federally  uniformly  designed  to  assure  uniform 
protection  of  every  citizen  in  those  areas  within  7  months. 

The  moneys  were  executed  for  the  most  part  for  procurement 
purposes  the  following  year.  At  the  present  time,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment is  in  no  way,  shape,  or  form  in  the  critical  path  in  warn- 
ing. 

I  would  like  to  point  out,  I  have  spent  10  years  in  the  manage- 
ment of  technological  hazards.  A  comparable  standard  with  the  nu- 
clear power  industry  took  6  years  to  install  these  warning  systems. 

You  heard  Mr.  White  speak  earlier  of  the  power  plants  in  Ala- 
bama that  took  6  years  to  upgrade  their  preparedness  to  meet  the 
Federal  standards.  This  program,  based  on  that  comparison,  is  fur- 
ther ahead  of  where  we  were  in  the  nuclear  power  industry.  The 
licensees  provided  the  money  there  for  upgrades,  not  the  Federal 
Government. 

So  I  think  our  record  in  the  warning  area  is  quite  good.  I  think 
it  is  very,  very  hard  to  gauge  the  success  of  something  from  the 
holes  and  the  poles  in  the  ground  when  you  have  to  account  for  the 
timeframe  required  to  design  the  systems.  These  system  have  been 
designed  in  record  breaking  time. 

Mr.  Sanders.  You  take  issue,  I  think,  with  the  thrust  of  the 
GAO  report? 

Mr.  WiNGO.  Clearly.  When  we  receive  the  report  in  a  format  to 
which  we  can  formally  respond,  we  will  take  exception  to  it. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Sanders,  I  want  to  take  a  personal  privilege 
right  here.  Mr.  Wingo,  that  is  a  nice  scenario  but  you  don't  have 
the  bells  and  whistles;  and  even  if  you  had  the  bells  and  whistles, 
that  doesn't  give  you  the  medical  capabilities  that  you  don't  have. 

If  the  bells  and  whistles  are  not  there,  you  don't  even  have  the 
ability  to  send  the  sheriff  around  in  his  car  because  he  doesn't  have 
protective  gear.  This  nice  little  timeframe  vou  have  set  up  here 
sounds  good.  It  is  good  gobbledygook,  but  the  fact  is  that  we  are 
$187  million  down  the  road  and  none  of  the  measures  are  there. 

If  you  think  progress  is  being  made,  you  are  going  to  bend  the 
imagination  of  everybody  on  this  panel. 

Mr.  Mica. 

Mr.  Mica.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  If  you  could,  Mr.  Wingo, 
you  just  went  over  some  figures. 

What  was  the  total? 

Now,  we  heard  $97  milHon  went  to  the  States  and  $30  milhon 
went  to  FEMA? 

Mr.  Wingo.  That  is  correct. 
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Mr.  Mica.  What  figures  did  you  have  and  what  did  they  add  up 
to? 

Mr.  WiNGO.  The  figures  I  just  provided  were  the  capital  improve- 
ments expenses  for  the  States. 

Mr.  Mica.  That  is  out  of  the  $97  milHon? 

Mr.  WiNGO.  That  is  correct;  $30  million  were  the  outlays  for 
FEMA  over  5  years.  We  currently  have  35  people  on  board,  14  in 
headquarters  and  21  in  the  field  to  manage  this  very  complex  pro- 
gram. It  goes  above  and  beyond 

Mr.  Mica.  What  are  the  States  doing?  That  is  not  the  200  that 
the  States  have  put  in?  Where  is  the  200  that  are  being  financed? 
That  is  under  the  $97  million. 

Mr.  WiNGO.  The  State  and  local  expenses 

Mr.  Mica.  So  we  basically  built  a  bureaucracy,  financed  a  bu- 
reaucracy and  they  are  waiting  for  some  kind  of  warning  system. 

Mr.  WiNGO.  That  is  correct,  we  financed  a  bureaucracy,  but  it  is 
not  uncommon  when  compared  to  the  other  bureaucracies  in  emer- 
gency management.  You  heard  about  floods,  earthquakes,  hurri- 
canes, tornadoes,  et  cetera,  this  morning.  Those  emergency  meas- 
ure infi*astructures  are  identical  to  this  one. 

Mr.  Mica.  But  most  of  the  FEMA  moneys  have  been  expense  on 
staffing. 

Mr.  WiNGO.  Most  of  the  FEMA  money,  which  is  $30  million,  is 
a  very  small  fraction  of  the  $126  million  that  we  have  received 

Mr.  Mica.  Staffing? 

Mr.  WiNGO.  Yes,  because  we  are  required  to  manage  the  program 
on  behalf  of  the  Army  and  to  insure  that  the  maximum  protection 
mandate  has  been  met.  The  exercises  alone  are  extremely  rigorous 
and  a  larger  effort  than  anything  we  have  experienced  in  FEMA 
before. 

Mr.  Mica.  I  understand  the  Army  contracted  with  you  to  run  the 
program  with  FEMA? 

Mr.  WiNGO.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Mica.  So  basically  you  are  like  the  manager  of  this  program? 

Mr.  WiNGO.  We  are  the  contracting  agent  for  the  client. 

Mr.  Mica.  You  have  $30  million  wortn  of  staffing  in  5  years  and 
200  staffing  positions  out  of  the  $97  million.  Now  the  Army  had 
$57  million? 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Mica.  Where  did  your  money  go? 

Mr.  Owen.  Very  little  of  it  went  to  people.  We  had  17  people, 
full-time  Federal  employees  devoted  to  this  progn*aTn  in  the  U.S. 
Army.  When  we  open  up  24-hour-a-day  operations  in  the  demil 
plants  and  bring  our  EOCs  online,  we  will  have  some  hardware  re- 
quirements there. 

Mr.  Mica.  What  did  you  buy  for  $57  million? 

Mr.  Owen.  For  $57  million,  sir,  we  went  into  our  own  installa- 
tions which  we  were  quite  proud  of,  we  had  done  a  good  job  for  80 
years  in  safeguarding  these  chemical  weapons  wiwiout  a  single 
major  incident  in  80  years.  But  we  went  in  and  said  we  could  do 
better.  For  example,  we  did  things  like  we  installed  double  fence 
lines,  and  antiterrorist  protection  for  the  stockpile. 

We  improved  communications  links  out  of  our  emergency  oper- 
ations centers,  made  them  capable  of  operating  under  the  worst 
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case  scenario  in  a  contaminated  environment.  So  we  improved  our 
own  internal  physical  operations  at  our  Army  post. 

Mr.  Mica.  There  are  only  17  staffing  positions. 

Mr.  Owen.  Seventeen  full-time  people  in  the  U.S.  Army  devoted 
to  this  program;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Mica.  You  feel  that  was  meeting  the  mandate  which  was 
maximum  protection? 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir.  Some  of  those  steps  we  took  on  the  Army  in- 
stallations were  too,  we  said  we  can  do  better.  I  guess  there  is  more 
that  we  can  do  to  enhance  the  protection  of  the  stockpile. 

Mr.  Mica.  Can  you  provide  the  committee  with  a  breakdown  of 
how  that  $57  million  was  spent? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Breakdown  of  CSEPP  Funding  Spent  by  the  Army 

The  Army  has  spent  its  portion  of  CSEPP  funding  in  five  general  categories — Per- 
sonnel, Program  Management,  Information  Systems,  Emergen^r  Response  Systems 
and  Equipment,  and  Training  and  Exercises.  The  Army  has  funded  $2.61  million 
for  CSEPP  personnel  assigned  to  Army  major  commands  and  installations.  A  total 
of  $22,478  million  has  been  ftinded  for  Army  Program  Management.  This  includes 
planning,  technical  and  administrative  support  for  the  Department  of  the  Army  to 
establish  program  standards  and  policies;  technical  support  from  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  for  medical  plans  and  policies;  technical  and  engineer- 
ing support  for  Army  agencies  that  have  the  responsibility  for  determining  CSEPP 
requirements  and  testing  potential  solutions  for  those  requirements;  and  associated 
travel  expenses.  To  date,  the  largest  amount  of  funding  in  the  Army,  $26,256  mil- 
lion, has  been  for  support  of  Information  Systems.  Information  Systems  provide  the 
backbone  for  protective  action  decisions  and  includes  conununication  and  automa- 
tion systems  (including  periphersd  equipment  such  as  meteorological  eouipnaent  that 
directly  supports  the  gathering,  processing,  and  distribution  of  CSEPP  data,  infor- 
mation, and  response  decisions).  The  Army  has  spent  $4.35  million  acquiring  Emer- 
gency Response  Systems  and  Equipment.  This  includes  lighting  systems,  decon- 
tamination trailers,  improvements  to  Emergency  Operations  Centers,  and  mobile 
chemical  agent  detection  equipment.  In  the  final  category — Trtiining  and  Exer- 
cises— the  Army  has  funded  a  total  of  $3,853  million,  'me  total  funding  for  these 
five  categories  is  actually  $59,547  million. 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Mica.  I  am  a  new  Member  of  Congress.  I  am  wondering  how 
these  programs  get  into  these  runaway  situations.  Had  there  been 
previous  hearings  on  this  program? 

Mr.  Owen.  Specifically  on  CSEPP,  no,  sir,  not  exclusively  on 
that.  There  are  regular  hearings  annually  in  the  appropriations 
committees  and  the  authorizing  committees  in  the  House  and  Sen- 
ate on  the  stockpile  disposal  program  of  which  this  is  a  component 
part. 

Mr.  Mica.  But  there  have  not  been  questions  about  how  the  $187 
million 

Mr.  Owen.  There  have  been  some  questions,  but  not  to  the  ex- 
tent this  hearing  has  addressed  it  this  morning. 

Mr.  Mica.  FEMA  is  responsible  to  Army.  Army  is  in  charge  of 
it  and  we  oversee  it,  so  basicallv  it  is  a  lack  of  oversight  on  the  part 
of  the  Congress  as  to  how  this  $187  million  has  been  expended. 

The  locals  say  that  one  of  the  problems  with  this,  they  are  down 
there  trying  to  protect  the  people.  I  was  stunned  to  hear  that  it 
took  2  hours.  The  gentlemen  from  Oregon  testified  that  it  took  2 
hours  to  find  the  sheriff  in  some  instance. 
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They  also  testified  that  every  time  a  decision  is  made,  it  doesn't 
stick  or  they  come  back  and  there  is  something  else. 

Is  that  part  of  the  problem?  Maybe  FEMA  could  answer  that. 

Mr.  WiNGO.  I  would  like  to  quickly  address  the  positions  again, 
just  for  the  record,  to  make  sure  it  is  clear.  There  are  98  positions 
in  the  counties  and  85  in  the  States,  and  40  roughly,  35  on  board 
in  FEMA  at  the  present  time. 

With  respect  to  the  earlier  discussion  on  the  Oregon  situation, 
whenever  we  run  exercises  we  stress  real  play  to  the  extent  that 
we  can. 

Mr.  Mica.  Two  hours  to  find  the  sheriff? 

Mr.  WiNGO.  That  is  a  local  performance  issue  that  the  Federal 
Government  evaluates.  If  there  is  an  issue  there  with  respect  to 
the  sheriff  having  a  pager,  if  there  is  an  issue  there  with  respect 
to  training  for  that  sheriff,  then  FEMA  writes  up  the  evaluation 
and  requires  that  that  be  rectified.  That  is  a  local  performance 
issue,  not  a  Federal  issue. 

Mr.  Mica.  My  last  question  for  the  Army:  Again,  there  are  chem- 
ical weapons  that  are  highly  destructive.  There  is  ammunition  or 
explosives  in  addition  to  other  means 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Mica,  One  of  the  local  folks  testified  that  there  are  some 
weapons  there  that  are  being  taken  apart.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Mica.  There  are  weapons  being  taken  apart.  You  are  con- 
firming what  he  said? 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir.  The  disposal  program  is  an  extremely  com- 
plex program  and  we  currently  maintain  these  chemical  weapons. 
We  are  in  the  process  of  reconngfuring  them,  preparing  them  for  ul- 
timate final  destruction. 

In  the  process  of  reconfiguring  them,  certain  types  of  munitions 
with  certain  agents  in  them,  we  may  take  the  propellant  out.  We 
may  not  take  the  burster  fuse,  which  is  the  real  explosive.  In  some 
of  them  they  don't  have  explosives  configured  with  them  and  in 
others  they  do.  It  is  a  mix. 

Mr.  Mica.  We  have  nobody  prepared  and  we  have  no  systems  in 
place  and  we  are  taking  apart  highly  volatile  weapons  systems 
with  chemical  weapons  on  them  in  advance  of 

Mr.  Owen.  You  mean  no  emergency  preparedness  system  in 
place.  Sir,  we  do  not  maintain  those  weapons  and  reconfigure  them 
lightly.  We  have  calculated  those  risks.  We  have  many  years  of  ex- 
perience in  that  and  we  believe  that  reconfiguration  of  munitions 
at  this  time  presents  a  minimal  risk  and  an  acceptable  risk.  It  is 
part  of  the  routine  maintenance  of  those  stockpiles. 

Mr.  Mica.  So  you  feel  that  that  is  being  done  safely? 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Mica.  I  was  just  a  little  bit  concerned  when  I  heard  that.  I 
was  not  aware  that  anj^hing  was  being  done  other  than  stockpiling 
these. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Mica,  your  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  Mica.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mrs.  Maloney. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Out  of  the  $186  mil- 
lion, we  could  have  at  least  bought  the  protective  clothing  if  you 
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had  decided  to  waive  the  Army  requirement  that  the  Army's  pro- 
tective clothing  could  not  be  used  for  civilian  uses.  Why  did  you  not 
waive  that  requirement? 

Mr.  Owen.  We  don't  have  the  authority.  That  is  the  Department 
of  Labor  Occupational  Health  and  Safety  Administration.  We  are 
captives  of  them  in  this  instance. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Did  you  appeal  to  them  to  waive  it? 

Mr.  Owen.  Relative  to  using  Army-issued  equipment  that  our 
soldiers  go  into  battle  with,  we  have  a  long,  long  history  of  dealing 
with  the  Department  of  Labor  and  seeking  waivers  for  our  mili- 
tary-unique equipment  to  be  used  on  any  place  other  than  the  bat- 
tlefield and  we  have  been  consistently  rejected  in  those  waiver  re- 
quests. 

We  are  now  in  the  final  process  of  ^oing  for  what  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor's  OSHA  refers  to  as  a  limited  use  permit  for  some 
special  equipment  that  we  would  field  out  into  the  communities  for 
this  program  if  we  are  successfiil  in  wrapping  this  technical  study 
up  at  the  end  of  this  year.  The  end  product  would  be  an  OSHA  cer- 
tification or  limited  use  permit.  I  hesitate  to  put  quotation  marks 
around  one  of  those  two  phrases,  but  that  is  the  object. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Mr.  Warren  in  his  testimony  said  that  the  CSEP 
program  chose  not  to  seek  waivers  of  the  requirements  fi'om  OSHA 
for  civilian  emergency  use.  Instead  the  Army  has  asked  the  Center 
for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention  to  study — again,  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  get  another  study — ^to  study  other  appropriate  protection  gear. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  we  already  have  gear  that  we  are  using, 
it  would  have  been  appropriate  for  the  CSEP  program  to  seek  a 
waiver.  Who  would  have  had  the  authority  in  the  CSEP  program 
to  seek  the  waiver? 

Mr.  Owen.  Ultimately,  it  would  have  been  the  Department  of  De- 
fense. We  have  sought  waivers  and  have  asked  permission  to  have 
our  Army-unique  equipment  certified  for  civilian  usage.  Year  after 
year  on  many  occasions,  we  have  never  received  that. 

In  this  program,  we  now  have  identified  certain  filtration  sys- 
tems for  the  mask  that  would  be  readily  available  on  commercially 
off-the-shelf  equipment.  If  we  can  show  that  those  filters  guard 
against — this  is  lethal  chemical  agent,  ma'am,  this  is  not  a  tractor 
trailer  spill  with  chlorine  gas  or  whatever.  We  have  to  tell  those 
workers  that  filter  will  protect  you  against  lethal  VX  nerve  agent. 
That  is  something  that  the  civilian  community,  the  firemen  and 
emergency  responders  generally  do  not  deal  with.  We  would  be  re- 
miss to  say,  well,  go  on  and  suit  up  in  that  equipment  knowing  fiill 
well  that  it  possibly  would  give  them  no  defense  against  VX  agent. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Likewise,  Mr.  Warren  testified  that  the  CSEP 
program  had  specifications  for  equipment  that  were  extremely  re- 
strictive and  made  it  difficult  for  them  to  move  forward  in  the  pro- 
curement process.  He  gave  the  example  of  the  7-year  battery.  Iron- 
ically, the  program  is  going  to  last  so  long  that  the  7-year  battery 
is  not  going  to  work  because  you  are  going  to  need  a  10-year  bat- 
tery, it  looks  like. 

Why  did  you  require  the  7-year  battery? 

Mr.  Wingo.  The  7-year  battery  was  part  of  the  original  standard 
for  the  tone  alert  radio  system.  I  think  Mr.  White  amplified  on  this 
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earlier.  The  7  years  was  roughly  what  we  felt  the  life  of  the  pro- 
gram was  going  to  be. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  It  is  projected  to  be  longer  than  7  years. 

Mr.  WiNGO.  That  is  correct.  But  from  tne  FEMA  perspective,  we 
were  dealing  with  a  storage  threat.  We  wanted  to  accelerate  the 
preparedness  as  quickly  as  possible. 

The  7-year  life  of  the  battery  made  a  great  deal  of  sense  because 
we  would  not  get  into  annual  expenses  for  recharging  or  providing 
other  batteries  or  public  education  programs  which,  to  be  quite 
frank,  would  have  driven  up  the  cost.  The  most  efficient  mecha- 
nism was  clearly  a  7-year  battery.  We  can  furnish  a  benefit  cost 
analysis  for  the  record  if  you  would  like. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  But  then  you  testified  that  it  was  not  available 
to  purchase  domestically. 

Mr.  WiNGO.  I  have  explained  to  GAO  that  that  was  not  the  case. 
We  have  two  commercial  vendors,  domestic  manufacturers  in  this 
coimtry  that  are  furnishing  those  imits.  In  fact,  in  Madison  Coun- 
ty, KT  right  now  we  have  a  tone  alert  proposal  that  includes  a  ven- 
dor who  has  designed  the  battery. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  He  just  designed  it?  It  is  a  new  design? 

Mr.  WiNGO.  It  was  available  domestically  prior  to  that  time. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Why  would  GAO  report  that  it  was  not  avail- 
able? This  particular  vendor,  did  he  just  design  the  battery? 

Mr.  WnsiGO.  There  are  two  manufacturers,  Sage  Alerting  and 
Warning  Systems,  Inc.  We  can  get  that  for  the  record. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Would  you  get  to  the  chairman  the  two  compa- 
nies that  have  been  producing  the  7-year  battery  and  then  the  com- 
pany that  has  now  come  up  with  a  new  one? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Tone  Alebt  Radios 

There  are  at  least  two  manufacturers  of  tone  alert  radios  for  the  CSEP  Program. 
They  are  Warning  Systems,  Inc.  and  Sage  Alerting. 

Originally,  the  specifications  for  tone  alert  ramoa  were  developed  with  the  goal 
of  having  a  hi^ly  reliable  and  low  maintenance  product  which  would  last  through 
the  end  of  the  pro-am.  A  cost-benefit  analysis  was  conducted  to  determine  those 
features  of  the  radios  which  would  result  in  the  greatest  savings  in  total  costs,  in- 
cluding maintenance  costs  for  battery  changes  and  in8j>ection  of  units. 

As  part  of  the  analysis,  it  was  determined  that  a  Lithium  Battery,  LED  Battery 
Condition  Indicator,  and  LED  Test  Status  Indicator  would  add  about  $35  to  the  per 
unit  cost.  However,  these  features  would  reduce  the  number  of  radios  requirmg 
maintenance  from  100%  per  year  to  about  5%  per  year,  and  thereby  yield  suostan- 
tial  cost  savings  from  the  low  maintenance  features. 

The  battery  which  is  beinc  considered  for  use  in  the  CSEPP  tone  alert  radios  for 
Madison  County,  Kentucky  nas  a  life  of  greater  than  seven  years  and  may  last  as 
long  as  ten  years.  It  is  a  sealed  lead-acid  battery  which  is  constantly  trickle-charged. 
The  vendor  for  the  battery  is  "GS".  The  estimated  cost  of  the  battery  is  about  $2.50, 
much  lower  than  the  original  estimated  cost. 

Mr.  Wingo.  Warning  Systems,  Inc.  did  a  design  specific  for  Madi- 
son County,  as  I  recall.  I  would  have  to  research  that. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  When  they  put  out  procurement  for  a  7-year  bat- 
tery the  company  emerged  and  provided  the  7  year  battery.  But 
now,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  program  is  projected  to  be  longer  than  7 
years;  right? 

Mr.  Synar.  If  the  things  are  available,  why  didn't  one  of  the  sites 
have  it?  If  you  say  GAO  is  wrong,  why  don't  you  have  it? 
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Mr.  WiNGO.  It  is  a  two-part  process.  We  are  in  the  process  of 
fielding  the  units  where  the  communities  have  decided  that  they 
are  gomg  to  be  acceptable.  In  the  other  areas,  as  Mr.  White  men- 
tioned, we  provide  States,  Hke  in  Alabama,  with  demographic  mon- 
eys, Mr.  Chairman,  so  they  can  make  a  determination  as  to  wheth- 
er or  not  the  communities  will  accept  them. 

We  are  not  going  to  procure  units  at  the  Federal  Government 
level  and  then  have  them  sit  on  a  shelf  and  have  nobody  use  them. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Mr.  Wingo,  would  it  not  have  made  better  sense 
to  allow  the  flexibility  of  the  localities  to  purchase  whatever  battery 
was  necessary  so  that  they  could  get  going  if  they  could  not  find 
a  7-year  battery?  They  are  testifying  to  GAO  that  they  could  not 
find  a  7-year  battery.  They  couldn't  find  it.  Why  didn't  you  make 
it  flexible? 

I  don't  think  it  is  a  huge  expense  to  recharge  a  battery.  I  re- 
charge batteries  all  the  time,  smoke  alarms  and  everything  else. 

Mr.  WiNGO.  Not  that  many  folks  in  this  part  of  the  country,  very 
rural  areas,  some  are  very  poor,  I  would  doubt  very  seriously  if 
those  people  have  rechargers  readily  available.  Plus,  if  they  did 
not,  the  Federal  Government  would  have  to  procure  them. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Did  you  do  any  studies  to  see  whether  it  would 
have  been  better  to  use  a  yearly  battery  as  opposed  to  a  7-year  bat- 
tery? 

Mr.  Wingo.  I  was  involved  in  the  initial  phase  of  the  program 
for  the  first  2  years.  I  was  gone  for  2  years  and  I  am  back  now. 
For  whatever  reason,  the  Director  put  me  back  in.  As  I  recall,  we 
do  have  benefit  cost  data  that  indicates  clearly  that  the  7-year  bat- 
tery is  most  cost  beneficial.  It  is  the  best  mechanism  to  utilize. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Can  we  see  it?  It  is  not  really  cost  effective  if  it 
is  not  available  and  you  cannot  buy  it. 

Mr.  Wingo.  The  batteries  will  be  available  when  the  State  and 
local  governments  are  ready  to  field  the  units, 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Well,  they  testified  earlier  they  could  not  buy  it. 
Mr.  Warren,  in  his  testimony,  said  that  they  could  not  move  for- 
ward with  it  because  there  was  this  ridiculous  requirement  of  a  7- 
year  battery.  To  use  his  language  "the  program  specifications  for 
such  equipment  were  restrictive  and  contributed  to  the  delays." 

Mr.  Wingo.  I  agree  that  the  requirements  were  restrictive  be- 
cause it  is  unusual  to  find  a  7-year  battery.  As  Mr.  White  men- 
tioned, that  is  trickle  charged.  It  is  a  very  specific  piece  of  tech- 
nology. 

There  are  two  domestic  manufacturers  who  make  it.  The  acquisi- 
tion of  the  batteries  in  no  way,  shape,  or  form  retarded  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  home  alerting  program. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  Also,  you  testified  we  started  out  in  1988.  Now 
we  are  up  to  the  year  2003.  You  are  going  to  have  to  have  a  longer 
battery  now.  That  7-year  battery  is  not  going  to  work  in  that  time- 
frame; is  it?  From  now  forward,  don't  we  need  more  like  a  9-year 
battery? 

Mr,  Wingo.  The  timeframes  for  the  alerting  devices 

Mrs.  Maloney.  But  you  are  now  going  forward.  When  the  gentle- 
men from  Alabama  purchases  his  battery,  the  program  is  expected 
now  to  go  longer  than  7  years  to  the  year  2003.  So  the  7-year  bat- 
tery is  going  to  have  to  be  replaced. 
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Mr.  WiNGO.  We  would  have  to  relook,  under  the  current  tech- 
nology, at  the  requirement  in  the  year  2001.  That  is  correct.  We 
are  going  to  revisit  the  battery  requirement  in  that  context. 

Mrs.  Maloney.  So  the  7-year  battery  will  have  to  be  replaced? 

Mr.  Synar.  You  will  need  a  study  on  that. 

Mrs.  Maloney,  your  time  has  expired. 

I  have  to  go  back  to  the  OSHA  thing.  Does  the  protective  gear 
you  provide  for  your  Army  people  protect  them  from  potential 
chemical  exposure? 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  Why,  if  it  will  protect  them,  it  could  not  protect  a  ci- 
vilian? 

Mr.  Owen.  I  am  not  trying  to  be  a  wise  guy  here,  but  in  many 
respects,  you  have  to  take  that  up  with  the  Department  of  Labor. 
They  are  charged  with  the  responsibility  to  certify  that  equipment. 
My  answer  as  a  layman  with  a  degree  in  history,  yes,  if  it  is  good 
enough  to  go  on  the  battlefield  against  Saddam  Hussein,  it  is  good 
enough  for  anything  we  have  here. 

Mr.  Synar.  You  did  not  in  that  specific  instance  ask  for  a  waiver 
for  this  protective  gear  to  be  applied  to  the  civilian  work  force? 

Mr.  Owen.  I  cannot  answer  off  the  top  of  my  head.  Maybe  some 
of  my  people  would  know. 

Mr.  Synar.  The  GAO  testified  that  you  did  not  ask  for  this  spe- 
cific program? 

Mr.  Owen.  We  have  a  long  track  record  of  seeking  those  waivers. 

Mr.  Synar.  I  didn't  ask  you  about  the  track  record. 

Mr.  Owens.  Is  anyone  with  me  able  to  answer  that  question  this 
morning? 

Mr.  Fisher.  I  am  Denzel  Fisher  in  the  Office  of  the  Assistant 
Secretary.  The  limited  use  approval  is  seeking  a  departure  from 
the  normal  standards  which  will  allow  us  to  use  a  respirator  just 
for  this  program. 

Mr.  Synar.  When  did  you  make  that  request? 

Mr.  Fisher.  We  initiated  our  contact,  as  I  recall,  sir,  but  I  will 
submit  it  for  the  record  on  the  date.  It  was  in  1991.  That  is  our 
first  contact  with  OSHA. 

[The  information  can  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 

Mr.  WiNGO.  If  I  could  quickly  amplify  on  that,  if  there  is  time, 
the  Center  for  Disease  Control  has  established  a  panel  that  was 
mentioned  earlier  on  personal  protective  equipment.  The  panel  was 
testing  the  respirators  and  the  suits.  On  the  respirator  side,  the 
current  timelines,  we  expect  an  OSHA  limited  use  approval,  as  Mr. 
Fisher  just  referred  to,  by  March  1994. 

Mr.  Synar.  This  is  beyond  my  imagination.  Maybe  you  all  are 
not  the  right  people  to  ask  about  this.  You  have  something  that 
works,  at  least  for  the  Army  people  it  works.  It  could  work  for  peo- 
ple who  are  civilians,  people  who  are  potentially  in  the  line  of  fire. 
Why  couldn't  you  ask  for  at  least  a  temporary  waiver  imtil  you 
could  get  whatever  OSHA  would  approve? 

Mr.  Owen.  My  understanding  is  that  we  are  asking  that  now.  It 
is  like  a  temporary  limited  use  waiver. 

Mr.  Synar.  You  asked  for  this  in  1991? 

Mr.  Owen.  According  to  Mr.  Fisher,  we  originally  went  to  OSHA 
with  this  in  1991. 
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Mr.  Synar.  This  is  mid- 1993.  Where  are  we  here?  What  hap- 
pened in  2  years? 

Mr.  Owen.  There  were  some  very  needed  technical  laboratory 
testing  of  the  filters  that  would  be  used. 

Mr.  Synar.  You  just  responded  to  the  initial  question  that  this 
protects  the  Army, 

Mr.  Owen.  They  are  not  allowing  us  to  use  Army  masks,  sir. 
This  is  a  filter  that  we  have  identified,  I  am  hesitant  to  use  that 
word,  but  this  is  another  filter  that  is  not  used  on  the  battlefield. 
The  battlefield  mask,  what  you  would  think  of  as  a  battlefield 
mask,  is  out  of  the  question.  We  are  not  permitted  to  use  it. 

Mr.  Synar,  Will  you  provide  for  the  record  tiie  request  to  the 
Labor  Department? 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  You  heard  earlier  today  that  7  percent  of  the  stock- 
pile is  in  Alabama  and  yet  they  got  28  percent  of  the  fiinding  for 
this  program;  12  percent  of  the  stockpile  is  in  Oregon  and  yet  they 
don't  have  that  kind  of  resources. 

Mr.  Owen,  is  there  some  formula  for  dividing  up  the  Federal 
funds? 

Mr.  Owen.  The  way  you  have  asked  this  question,  sir,  I  would 
point  out  that  in  Alabama  you  have  substantially  more  people 
within  a  general  vicinity  of  the  depot  where  the  threat  exists.  You 
have  22,000  people  in  Alabama  that  are  close  in  to  the  depot. 

Mr.  Synar.  So  it  is  not  the  product  in  the  stockpile;  it  is  the  pop- 
ulation? 

Mr.  Owen,  And  where  that  is  configured  and  things  like  that, 
sir.  In  Oregon  you  only  have  about  4,000  people  within  that  same 
distance  of  the  stockpile. 

Mr.  Synar.  Is  there  an  east-west  or  urban  rule  differential  used? 

Mr.  Owen.  Alabama,  the  Anniston  site  is  an  urban  area.  That 
certainly  complicates  evacuations  and  things  like  that  that  would 
come  into  play  in  our  planning,  sir,  whereas  the  Oregon  area  is 
generally  a  very  rural  area  with  a  few  small  towns.  You  do  have 
one  major  geographical  barrier  in  the  Colombia  River,  the  border 
between  Oregon  and  Washington.  The  storage  site  is  right  on  the 
Colombia  River.  So  that  is  a  complicator;  topography  in  one  loca- 
tion versus  another. 

Each  site  is  a  little  bit  different,  sir,  but  the  big  equation  maker, 
I  would  say,  would  be  population. 

Mr.  Synar.  Would  you  provide  the  formula  that  is  used  for  the 
division  of  funds  for  the  record? 

Mr.  Owen.  We  do  not  operate  under  a  formal  formula.  We  have 
tried  to  avoid  that,  Mr.  Chairman.  There  are  a  lot  of  criticisms  of 
other  Federal  programs  that  are  restricted  to  very  tight  formulas. 
We  have  done  our  best  to  avoid  operating  this  program  under  for- 
mula. I  will  provide  it  for  the  record. 

[The  information  can  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Beard  testified  that  they  were  only  allowed  to 
spend  $200,000  for  their  headquarters  center  and  yet  the  county 
right  next  to  them  got  to  spend  $1  million. 

Mr.  Owen.  It  is  a  larger  county  next  door,  I  believe,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. Without  being  totally  privy  to  all  the  details  of  Oregon,  Mor- 
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row  County  is  the  smaller  of  three  counties  involved  at  the 
Umatilla,  OR  site. 

Mr.  Synar.  How  did  you  make  that  determination  if  you  don't 
have  a  formula? 

Mr.  Owen.  I  thought  you  mesint  funding  formula,  sir.  I'm  sorry. 

Mr.  Synar.  Funding  formula?  One  got  $1  million  and  one  got 
$200,000.  Do  you  have  a  formula  or  not,  or  should  there  be  one? 

How  did  you  make  that  decision? 

Mr.  Owen.  We  do  not  have  a  formal  formula.  We  will  supply  you 
with  the  data  we  used  in  looking  at  populations  as  such,  sir;  yes 
sir. 

[The  information  can  be  found  in  the  appendix.! 

Mr.  Mica.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  a  point  of  personal  privilege,  I  have 
to  leave  because  I  have  another  commitment.  But  I  didn't  want  do 
leave  without  first  thanking  the  chairman  for  conducting  the  hear- 
ing. It  is  an  incredible  revelation  of  another  Federal  project  out  of 
control. 

I  commend  you  for  putting  this  hearing  together.  We  have  rep- 
resented the  minority  and  our  only  independent  in  Congfress,  and 
the  majority.  I  think  we  are  all  dismayed  by  what  we  have  heard. 
I  really  thank  you  for  putting  all  this  together. 

The  final  thing,  sir,  if  these  individuals  have  any  recommenda- 
tions to  the  committee  how  we  can  move  forward  and  improve  this 
so  we  can  get  more  bang  for  the  buck,  if  they  would  make  that  part 
of  the  record,  I  will  appreciate  it. 

[The  information  follows:] 

More  Efficiency  for  the  Money 

The  most  important  thin^  the  Congress  can  do  to  increase  the  "bang  for  the  buck" 
spent  on  CSEPP  is  to  elinunate  the  United  States  unitary  chemical  weapons  agent 
stockpile  as  soon  as  possible.  The  costs  of  emergency  planning  for  the  CSEPP  com- 
munities are  estimated  to  be  $50-70  million  annually  for  every  year  the  program 
must  continue  to  operate  after  it  reaches  maintenance  mode.  Certainly,  there  are 
ways  to  make  the  program  more  efficient  within  those  parameters  and  the  Army 
is  committed  to  making  that  happen.  But  the  real  cost  is  in  the  need  for  CSEPP 
at  all.  Anything  Congress  can  do  to  eliminate  the  agent  stockpile  sooner  using  the 
best  available  technology  will  save  the  federal  government  a  great  deal  of  money, 

Mr.  Synar.  Thank  you.  You  are  doing  excellent  work  on  this  sub- 
committee. We  appreciate  this  and  other  efforts,  too.  We  are  glad 
to  have  you.  We  like  these  active  Republicans. 

We  have  a  lot  more  questions,  gentlemen.  Sit  back  and  enjoy. 

Let  me  ask  you,  Mr.  Wingo,  do  you  think  this  definition  of  maxi- 
mum protection  standard  has  caused  you  more  problems  than  you 
can  live  with?  What  I  am  really  interested  in  getting  your  response 
to  is,  I  think  we  have  created  a  cash  cow  with  that  definition; 
haven't  we? 

Mr.  Wingo.  It  is  kind  of  funny  you  should  ask  that  question.  I 
was  the  principal  architect  of  that  definition,  so  you  have  come  to 
the  right  person. 

Mr.  Synar.  Good,  we  are  asking  the  genius  here. 

Mr.  Wingo.  I  have  heard  a  lot  of  discussion  this  morning  about 
unusual  external  events  that  are  necessary  to  generate  releases,  1 
in  100  million  chance  of  probabilities,  et  cetera. 

If  I  can  use  Pine  Bluff  as  an  example,  that  which  was  the  first 
site  that  I  ever  visited,  a  VX  landmine  accident  at  Pine  Bluff, 
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which  is  a  credible  event,  a  thinkable  event,  releases  material  out- 
side of  the  boundary  within  a  couple  of  kilometers.  In  that  context, 
is  there  a  real  risk?  There  is  no  question  that  there  is,  based  on 
the  current  emergency  use,  response  concept  plans. 

It  is  not  an  airplane  crashing  into  an  igloo.  Clearly,  those  things 
are  very,  very  low  probability,  high  consequence  activities.  But 
there  are  some  thinkable  things,  particularly  in  the  trsinsportation 
of  the  materials. 

From  that  perspective  and  the  10  years  I  have  spent  in  techno- 
logical hazards,  risk  assessment,  and  hazard  mitigation,  clearly  you 
have  to  deal  with  the  agents.  Maximum  protection  is  troublesome 
because  maximum  implies  absolute. 

When  we  get  down  to  the  State  and  local  level  and  the  standard, 
which  was  not  defined  by  the  Congress,  has  been  interpreted  now 
to  mean  avoidance  of  lethal  dose,  complete  avoidance  where  pos- 
sible within  the  framework  of  dollars  provided. 

That  is  a  very  difficult  definition  to  deal  with.  That  is  why  we 
added  two  extra  things,  Mr.  Chairman.  One  was  a  community  ac- 
ceptance parameter.  Is  it  acceptable  to  the  community,  and  is  it 
cost  beneficial? 

If  I  could  just  quickly  use  an  example  on  warning;  if  we  had  98 
percent  effectiveness  in  the  warning  system  for  $10  million,  we 
would  not  spend  another  $100  million  for  a  1  percent  increase  in 
effectiveness.  That  is  how  the  definition  is  set  up.  It  is  the  joint 
steering  committee  policy  paper  No.  1  that  Mr.  Owen  and  my  pred- 
ecessor signed  as  the  centerpiece  for  the  program. 

Under  tne  current  definition,  it  is  the  only  way,  I  believe,  we  can 
do  business. 

Mr.  Synar.  Let  me  go  on  to  another  direction.  We  have  a  letter 
here,  which  I  will  ask  unanimous  consent  to  enter  into  the  record, 
from  Dennis  Olson,  the  emergency  management  director  of 
Umatilla  County,  OR  to  State  officials.  That  letter,  Mr.  Wingo,  ex- 
pressed frustration  at  being  excluded  from  the  budget  process. 
What  is  the  program  doing  to  insure  that  local  counties  like  this 
are  considered  in  the  budget  process? 

[The  letter  and  response  can  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 

Mr.  Wingo.  To  my  knowledge,  within  the  State  process,  the  Or- 
egon Office  of  Emergency  Management,  they  operate  FEMA's  com- 
prehensive cooperative  agre^^ment,  just  hke  every  other  State. 
Every  year  we  have  an  annual  negotiation  with  all  of  the  counties 
based  on  what  thev  have  accomplished  at  that  point  in  time 
against  the  technical  standards  and  we  make  a  decision  as  to  how 
much  money  is  provided  in  the  future.  This  county,  I  am  quite  cer- 
tain, is  a  part  of  that  process  every  year. 

Mr.  Synar.  So  this  letter  is  inaccurate? 

Mr.  Wingo.  I  don't  want  to  refer  to  it  as  inaccurate.  There  may 
be  a  concern  here  with  their  input  into  the  process  when  the  States 
and  Federal  Government  deny  their  requests.  But  they  are  built 
into  the  cooperative  contribution  process. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Sanders. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Did  I  understand  you  to  say  a  few  moments  ago 
that  the  Army  right  now  has  the  necessary  protective  clothing  that 
we  use  to  protect  our  military  personnel  which  in  fact  could  be  ao- 
plicable  for  our  civilian  populations  and  we  have  not  yet  been  able 
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to  work  out  an  agreement  between  the  Army  and  OSHA  so  that 
that  clothing,  which  presumably  would  be  readily  available,  is  not 
being  used  in  these  circumstances?  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Owen.  That  is  correct.  I  would  like  to  qualify  by  saving  I  am 
not  an  expert  in  every  single  minute  technical  detail  of  the  certifi- 
cation process.  But  basically,  sir,  as  a  fairly  senior  manager  in  the 
Araiy  responsible  for  that,  that  is  the  heart  and  soul  of  the  problem 
there.  We  have  now  found  an  alternative  approach  which  is  these 
new  filters  which  ideally  will  take  care  of  our  agent  and  will  be 
available  through  NIOSH-OSHA  certification  for  distribution  to 
the  general  public. 

Mr.  Sanders.  But  a  member  of  the  general  public  might  be  in 
consternation  to  wonder  why  we  have  gone  through  this  whole 
process  when  probablv  sitting  in  stockrooms  in  the  Army  there  is 
this  equipment  available. 

Mr.  Owen.  It  is  my  imderstanding  as  well  that  originally  when 
we  looked  at  this  program  this  was  protective  equipment  that  an 
ambulance  attendant  would  wear,  policeman,  or  sherifTs  deputy. 
There  are  some  of  what  I  call  moon  suits,  the  big  zip-up  that  takes 
20  minutes  to  ^et  into.  They  would  do  the  job,  but  they  are  not 
practical  and  utilitarian. 

Mr.  Sanders.  But  I  think  we  can  agree  in  general  that  it  has  not 
been  the  world's  greatest  relationship  between  the  Army  and  the 
OSHA  people  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes.  We  have  had  difficulty  there. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Mr.  Wingo,  you  mentioned  a  few  moments  ^o  the 
number  of  State  and  county  employees  that  were  employed  in  this 
process.  Do  you  have  those  numbers? 

Mr.  Wingo.  Yes,  I  do,  sir;  98  positions  at  the  county  level  and 
85  positions  at  the  State  level  and  41  positions,  35  of  which  are 
filled  at  FEMA  headquarters  and  the  regions. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Let  me  ask  you,  as  a  former  mayor,  we  did  not 
have  a  chemical  depository  in  our  area.  Obviously,  like  every  town 
in  America,  one  has  to  prepare  for  emergencies.  We  did  not  have 
anybody  working  full  time  on  emergency  preparedness.  We  had  a 
police  chief  and  a  fire  chief  whose  jobs  were  primarily  something 
else.  Let  me  ask  you  this  question:  In  terms  of  98  county  employees 
and  the  85  State  employees,  is  it  your  impression  that  these  people 
are  working  full  time  on  this  project? 

Mr.  Wingo.  The  local  coordinators,  and  all  the  support  staff  such 
as  accountants,  computer  technicians,  and  electronics  technicians, 
are  for  the  most  part,  working  full  time  on  the  program. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Do  you  think  that  given  the  problems  that  States 
and  counties  are  facing  and  the  cutbacks  they  received  from  the 
Federal  Grovernment,  that  it  is  just  possible  that  some  of  these  em- 
ployees are  doing  other  work  and  the  mayors — and  I  am  not  critical 
of  that  process,  are  saying,  look,  we  have  Federal  money  here,  but 
why  don't  we  use  these  guys  10  percent  of  the  time  on  this  but  90 
percent  doing  other  work  and  save  the  local  taxpayers  some  money. 
Is  that  possible? 

Mr.  Wingo.  It  is  possible  that  that  is  occurring,  but  it  would  be 
factored  into  the  State  auditing  process. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Do  you  think  we  are  getting  good  value  for  the  dol- 
lars we  are  putting  into  the  State  and  local  employees. 
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Mr.  WiNGO.  I  do.  Every  year  these  comprehensive  agreement  ne- 
gotiations are  very  grueling.  We  bring  in  every  State.  We  have  an 
indication,  contrary  to  previous  testimony,  as  to  precisely  how  the 
money  has  been  spent.  We  make  a  decision  from  there  as  to  how 
much  money  they  get  the  next  year  to  fulfill  the  standards.  Admit- 
tedly, where  we  are  right  now,  it  is  partial  completion  of  the  stand- 
ards, not  full  completion. 

With  regard  to  any  possibility  of  fraud,  waste,  and  abuse  of  the 
moneys  at  the  State  level,  there  are  State  audits  required.  In  fact, 
I  don't  understand  the  comment  that  there  have  not  been  any  au- 
dits. There  was  an  audit,  for  example,  in  Arkansas  at  the  State 
level  that  was  specific  to  the  CSEP  program. 

I  have  been  advised  by  FEMA's  IG  that  CSEPP  is  in  full  compli- 
ance with  the  requirements  of  the  Single  Audit  Act  of  the  1984  and 
0MB  Circular  A-128.  As  an  example,  the  IG  has  done  an  audit  of 
CSEPP  in  Arkansas.  This  is  the  only  CSEPP  State  that  has  been 
audited  thus  far.  There  were  not  any  significant  problems  found  in 
the  use  of  the  funds.  They  audited  those  very  issues  that  you 
broached,  Mr.  Congressman,  and  a  minor  technical  problem  with 
compliance  and  procurement  requirements  was  identified. 

So,  these  programs  are  being  audited  by  the  chief  financial  offi- 
cer and  by  our  IG.  We  manage  programmatic  expenditures,  so  we 
are  not  directly  connected. 

Mr.  Sanders.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Wingo.  I  think  this  has 
been  a  very  informative  hearing,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Synar.  We  will  enter  into  the  record  under  unanimous  con- 
sent the  1993  FEMA  inspector  general  audit  of  the  program  be- 
cause we  think  it  is  important  to  the  full  record. 

[The  FEMA  IG  report  and  memorandum  from  FEMA  can  be 
found  in  the  appendix.] 

Mr.  Synar.  When  GAO  testified,  they  said  that  the  intra  and 
interagency  squabbling  about  the  sirens — which  ones  to  buy  and 
where  to  place  them — ^had  really  caused  so  much  disagreement  that 
the  program  was  behind  schedule.  Why  haven't  those  disagree- 
ments been  resolved  more  quickly,  Mr.  Owen. 

Mr.  Owen.  In  one  instance  where  I  became  aware  of  the  specifics 
of  an  issue  that  related  to  where  are  you  going  to  put  sirens  and 
when  are  you  going  to  put  them  up  and  what  not,  it  was  in  the 
State  of  Utah.  It  hinged  on  where  the  protective  action  zone  lines 
were  to  be  drawn.  I,  and  more  directly  my  immediate  staff,  became 
involved  in  that  and  that  situation  was  resolved  in  relatively  short 
order. 

I  cannot  say  that  I  have  been  aware  of  every  squabble  and  have 
exercised  that  kind  of  ultimate  management  pull  up  from  the  top 
and  fix  the  situation.  Possibly  I  have  been  remiss  in  not  being 
more — carrying  a  bigger  bullwhip  and  a  larger  prod  at  all  times. 
I  think  that  is  one  of  the  lessons  learned  like  any  other  exercise. 
When  we  get  ready  for  something  like  this,  I  am  not  going  to  kid 
you,  we  learn  where  we  have  problems. 

Mr.  Synar.  The  problem  is,  Mr.  Owen,  I  don't  have  time  to  bring 
you  in  here  every  month. 

Mr.  Owen.  That's  right.  Recognizing  some  of  those,  I  think  every- 
one would  agree  that  one  of  our  deficiencies  has  probably  been  top 
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level  prodding  and  bullwhipping  on  some  issues.  In  that  one  in- 
stance on  a  siren,  it  was  resolved. 

Mr.  WiNGO.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  speak  to  this  also?  In  the 
Tooele  situation,  as  Mr.  Owen  just  indicated,  the  squabble  was  not 
on  warning  per  se.  The  debate  concerned  increasing  the  entire 
emergency  planning  zone  to  the  south,  a  significant  distance  to  the 
southern  mountains  where  there  were  very  few  people. 

The  compromise  reached  by  the  Federal  Government  was  that 
we  would  not  extend  the  risk  zone  to  install  additional  communica- 
tions, take  protective  actions,  and  establish  host  reception  centers, 
et  cetera.  Our  compromise  was,  we  will  allow  you,  however,  to  in- 
stall warning  equipment  in  that  area.  There  is  a  vital  distinction 
here.  That  was  not  a  debate. 

Mr.  Synar.  I  am  not  really  interested  in  the  decision.  I  am  inter- 
ested in  why  are  these  decisions  taking  so  long? 

Mr.  WiNGO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  guess  that  is  an  area  where  I  would 
have  to  strongly  disagree  with  the  characterization  that  the  process 
is  taking  a  great  deal  of  time.  FEMA  received  the  assets  to  manage 
the  program  in  approximately  May  1989,  as  I  recall.  The  joint 
steering  committee  and  the  six  functional  committees  were  estab- 
lished shortly  thereafter.  Those  committees  have  dutifully  ad- 
dressed seven  of  the  most  complex  technical  planning  standards 
that  I  have  ever  seen  in  my  10  years  of  work  in  technological  haz- 
ards. 

Yes,  there  are  six  other  stamdards  that  relate  mostly  to  this  liq- 
uid deposition  issue  and  protective  clothing.  But  the  progpress  that 
has  been  made  on  the  seven  other  standards  is  not  insignificant. 
In  fact,  it  is  quite  significant.  I  think  if  you  were  to  compare  this 
record  to  the  commercial  nuclear  power  plant  record,  you  would 
find  that  it  is  equal  or  comparable. 

Mr.  Synar.  With  all  due  respect,  Mr.  Wingo,  5  years  is  a  long 
time.  Regardless  of  the  structure  you  have  set  up,  this  committee 
is  not  satisfied  that  you  are  moving  it  at  a  pace  that  we  would  be 
very  proud  of 

GAO  also  noted  that  the  emergency  planners  are  going  to  have 
to  make  a  quick  decision  between  evacuating  and  shelter  in  place. 
Why  hasn't  the  program  funded  any  sheltering-in-place  capabilities 
at  the  local  level?  Mr.  Wingo. 

Mr.  Wingo.  Once  again,  as  a  part  of  the  technical  requirements 
studies,  the  Army  in  conjunction  with  FEMA  is  reviewing  the 
emergency  response  concept  plans.  That  will  determine  the  relative 
risk  and  whether  you  should  evacuate  more  or  shelter  more.  That 
is  a  very,  very  tough  issue,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  recently  visited  Annis- 
ton  in  a  full-scale  exercise  and  discussed  this  issue  in  a  post-exer- 
cise critique  with  Calhoun  County.  Numbers  were  being  thrown  at 
me  in  the  order  of  $50  to  $100  million  to  field  collection  systems 
for  the  2,000  people  in  immediate  risk  around  the  Anniston  depot. 

So  in  the  interim,  so  we  don't  lose  time,  we  have  allowed  State 
and  locals  to  do  demographic  studies  to  put  the  cart  before  the 
horse  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  communities  will  accept  this 
technology.  I  think  the  jury  is  still  out  there. 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  resistance,  as  I  mentioned  in  my  oral  tes- 
timony, on  intrusion  into  the  households.  We  are  very  concerned. 
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We  may  have  to  come  back  to  the  Congress  for  clarification  of  shel- 
ter in  place. 

Mr.  Synar.  Before  you  come  back,  it  would  be  nice  to  have  the 
study  out  there  that  we  could  look  at  to  make  a  better  decision. 
The  point  I  am  trying  to  make  is  that  if  we  know  this  is  an  option, 
at  least  you  ought  to  put  some  money  into  it.  You  put  money  into 
everything  else  out  of  the  $187  million. 

Mr.  WiNGO.  Our  earlier  discussions  referenced  the  school  chil- 
dren that  we  were  very  concerned  about.  We  have  funded  studies 
for  overpressurization,  A  good  example  is  the  White  Hall  School  in 
Pine  Bluff.  We  provided  money  for  that  study. 

It  is  my  belief  that  no  matter  what  happens  with  these  technical 
studies  the  White  Hall  School  will  be  overpressurized  to  protect 
those  children  and  FEMA  has  authorized  those  expenses. 

Mr.  Synar.  Let's  go  to  another  area.  When  will  the  standards  for 
protective  clothing  and  masks  be  issued,  Mr.  Wingo. 

Mr.  WiNGO.  Protective  clothing  and  masks?  That  is  part  of  the 
Centers  for  Disease  Control  expert  panel  they  set  up  in  about 
March  1992.  As  I  mentioned  earlier,  there  are  two  prongs;  one 
dealing  with  respiratory  protection. 

Mr.  Synar.  Just  the  date. 

Mr.  Wingo.  The  current  date  established  by  the  Centers  for  Dis- 
ease Control  for  both  dermal  protection  and  respiratory  protection, 
and  I  want  to  caveat  that  this  including  OSHA's  agreement,  is  an 
interagency  process,  is  approximately  March  1994. 

Mr.  Synar.  And  then  6  months  later  you  will  put  the  standard 
out;  right? 

Mr.  Wingo.  Actually,  if  OSHA  approves  it,  since  there  was  a 
buy-in  by  those  members  of  the  joint  steering  committee,  I  would 
expect  that  Mr.  Owen  and  I,  as  the  chairs  of  the  joint  steering  com- 
mittee, could  ratify  it  very  quickly.  It  would  be  a  matter  of  days 
versus  weeks. 

Mr.  Synar.  They  won't  be  able  to  get  the  gear  immediately,  will 

they? 

Mr.  Wingo.  We  will  have  to  go  into  a  procurement  process. 

Mr.  Synar.  How  long  would  that  take? 

Mr.  Wingo.  If  a  determination  is  made  we  can  use  commercially 
available  respirators,  it  will  be  very  quick.  On  the  other  side  of  the 
coin 

Mr.  Synar.  Would  you  like  to  give  us,  for  the  record,  what  your 
best  guess  is  as  to  when  one  of  the  seven  or  eight  communities  will 
get  some  gear  in  their  hands  for  use? 

Mr.  Wingo.  If  I  could  address  the  respiratory  protection  first. 

Mr.  Synar.  All  right. 

Mr.  Wingo.  After  1994,  it  should  be  in  a  reasonably  short  period 
of  time.  It  requires  a  technical  requirement  stuch^.  I  don't  want  to 
pass  the  buck  here,  but  it  can  be  best  answered  by  the  Army,  to 
be  quite  frank. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Owen,  6  months? 

Mr.  Owen.  To  agree  with  Mr.  Wingo,  March  1994  is  our  intended 
deadline  to  basically  say  we  have  this  study  wrapped  up.  The 
standard  should  be  issuea  almost  immediately  to  the  field  and  then 
it  is  a  question  of  State  procurement  functions. 
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I  would  say  6  to  9  months  on  the  procurement  of  something  that 
is  readily  available,  off  the  shelf,  would  sound  fairly  reasonable.  I 
am  not  a  procurement  expert,  but  that  means  that  you  could  actu- 
ally have  contracts  let  for  the  purchase  of  that  equipment,  optimis- 
tically by,  say,  at  the  very  beginning  of  1995. 

Mr.  Synar.  You  are  bu3ring  as  much  time  as  you  can  get,  aren't 
you? 

Mr.  Owen.  You  asked  for  a  date  there. 

Mr.  Synar.  Didn't  the  Army,  Mr.  Owen,  study  the  risk  of  offsite 
contamination  before  the  CSEP  program  even  came  into  being? 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  Why  are  we  taking  a  second  look  at  it  again? 

Mr.  Owen.  What  we  have  studied  in  our  body  of  knowledge  on 
chemical  agent  deposition  was  basically  developed  for  battlefield 
conditions.  Now  we  are  looking  at  eight  specific  nonbattlefield  sites 
with  different  topography,  varying  weather  conditions,  and  climate. 

Our  work  prior  to  CSEPP's  inception  was  basically  prediction 
models  on  what  would  happen  on  a  battlefield.  Quite  a  bit  different 
environment,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  There  seems  to  be  a  lot  of  finger  pointing  and  blame 
shifting,  gentlemen,  on  what  is  going  wrong  with  this,  and  some 
have  suggested  that  the  program  can  be  more  efficient  if  FEMA 
and  the  States  were  cut  out  of  the  process.  That  is  what  Mr.  Beard 
and  Mr.  White  all  but  said.  What  do  you  think? 

Mr.  Owen.  I  would  disagree  with  that,  sir.  In  1988,  the  Army 
recognized  the  requirement  they  had  an  obligation  to  build  this 
network  in  the  local  communities.  We  recognized  two  things.  We 
did  not  have  the  emergency  management  expertise  that  is  em- 
bodied in  FEMA,  and,  second,  we  didn't  have  the  bureaucratic 
mechanisms  to  move  funds.  We  are  not  in  the  business  of  making 
grants  to  State  and  local  governments.  FEMA  had  the  mechanisms 
to  move  the  money  and  they  had  the  technical  expertise  to  develop 
and  memage  emergency  management  systems.  We  believe  that  is 
still  the  case. 

The  Army  does  not  have  that  expertise  at  this  hour  and  we  do 
not  have  those  mechanisms,  and  it  would  be  our  preference  to  con- 
tinue to  work  with  FEMA.  And,  obviously,  as  we  go  through  and 
learn,  we  will  continue  to  work  on  ways  to  expedite  and  streamline 
our  system,  but  we  would  prefer  to  stay  with  FEMA,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  Now,  I  would  ask  unanimous  consent  to  enter  into 
the  record  at  this  time  a  CSEPP  policy  statement.  No.  5,  dated  De- 
cember 10,  1992,  which  allows  for  an  immediate  response  zone 
county  to  hire  a  public  information  officer. 

[The  information  can  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 

Mr.  Synar.  Now,  previously,  the  public  information  officers  were 
only  funded  at  the  State  level.  Why  did  the  program  only  fund  pub- 
lic information  officers  at  the  State  level  and  when  did  the  emer- 
gency take  place  at  the  local  level?  I  mean,  why  is  it  at  the  State 
level  when  the  emergencies  take  place  at  the  local  level? 

Mr.  Owen.  Good  question.  We  have  now  allowed  for  the  locals  to 
hire.  We  have  recognized  that  that  was  a  deficiency  in  our  planning 
and  that  the  locals  should  be  allowed  to  have  a  public  information 
officer  and  we  have  taken  action  to  correct  that,  sir,  I  think  as  wit- 
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nessed  by  this  paper.  May  have  been  late,  but  we  identified  our 
mistake,  or  problem,  and  f^ed  it. 

Mr.  Synar.  Hold  it.  The  policy  paper  in  front  of  you  states:  The 
public  information  officers  for  protective  action  zone  counties  will 
not  be  funded  by  CSEPP.  Isn't  that  an  example  of  what  the  com- 
munities have  been  talking  about  when  they  say  the  program  is 
run  from  the  top  down  instead  of  from  the  bottom  up? 

Mr.  WiNGO.  Initially,  Mr.  Chairman^  we  felt  that  the  State  direc- 
tion of  this  program  might  be  more  efficient.  It  stated  clearly  in  the 
policy  statement  that  the  locals  clearly  have  an  involvement  and, 
in  hindsight,  that  is  evidenced  by  where  we  are  today.  That  is  an 
area  where  we  should  have  provided  the  assets  directly. 

Mr.  Owen.  I  believe  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Wingo,  we  are  den3dng 
it  in  the  same  document  we  are  granting  it  to  the  IRZ  counties  and 
not  the  PAZ  counties. 

Mr.  Wingo.  I  imderstand  that. 

Mr.  Owen.  We  made  a  judgment  call  there.  The  level  of  activities 
in  the  PAZ  counties  we  don't  believe  warrants  a  public  information 
officer.  Someone  has  to  make  those  decisions  someplace  along  the 
line  and  that  is  the  call  there. 

We  believe  the  level  of  planning  activity,  community  contact  and 
whatnot  in  an  IRZ  county  versus  a  PAZ  county  is  substantially  dif- 
ferent, and,  one,  the  'PNL  just  does  not  require  a  full-time  public 
information  officer. 

Mr.  Synar.  Why  does  the  State  need  it  at  all? 

Mr.  Wingo.  There  were  two  components  to  the  policy.  I  didn't  re- 
alize that  was  the  part  of  the  policy  you  were  referring  to,  Mr. 
Chairman.  The  first  part  of  the  policy  was  no  longer  State;  give  it 
to  the  locals.  The  second  part  of  the  policy  was  the  IRZ  folks,  the 
people  who  are  at  immediate  threat,  can  get  the  staffing.  The  pro- 
tective action  zone  folks,  who  are  not  at  immediate  threat,  don't  get 
the  support. 

In  retrospect,  as  evidenced  by  the  policy  paper,  it  makes  more 
sense  to  fund  the  immediate  response  zone  counties  public  informa- 
tion officers  and  the  initial  policy  was  inappropriate. 

Mr.  Synar.  All  right. 

GAO  also  found,  gentlemen,  that  the  CSEP  program  had  failed 
to  meet  its  milestones.  You  heard  them  testify  that  22  out  of  the 
37  large  scale  tasks  outlined  in  the  1993  management  plan  have 
milestones  and  only  4,  4,  have  been  completed  on  time. 

How  do  you  all  intend  to  get  these  milestones  met  on  time,  in 
time  for  local  readiness,  Mr.  Wingo. 

Mr.  Wingo.  Mr.  Owen  and  I  have  been  working  very  hard,  I  can 
assure  you.  It  was  approximately  June  and  now  it  is  going  to  be, 
we  believe,  August,  when  the  1993  management  plan  for  the  pro- 
gfram  is  published. 

And  I  will  take  the  hit  here.  In  the  early  phase  of  the  manage- 
ment plan,  the  March  1990  management  plan,  when  I  was  involved 
in  the  program  at  that  time,  we  set  up  a  program  that  was  clearly 
optimistic.  As  I  said  in  mv  opening  remarks,  we  didn't  have  the 
luxury  of  connecting  FEMA's  program  to  the  bum  schedule  where 
we  would  have  had  years  to  perfect  offsite  preparedness.  We  had 
to  protect  the  American  people  now.  Those  dates  were  overly  opti- 
mistic. 
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The  purpose  statement,  however,  of  the  management  plan,  that 
the  GAO  did  not  mention,  caveated  these  as  projected  target  dates 
subject  to  change. 

Mr.  Synar.  I  understand  there  might  be  a  disagreement.  What 
are  you  going  to  do  to  make  sure  the  milestones  are,  one,  accurate 
and,  second 

Mr.  WiNGO.  In  the  1993  plan,  Mr.  Owen  and  I  have  directed  sub- 
committee cochairs.  Army  and  FEMA,  in  consultation  with  locals 
and  States,  to  make  sure  on  this  go-round  that  the  dates  are 
achievable. 

Obviously,  our  credibility  is  premised  on  this  plan.  We  recognize 
this  now  in  light  of  the  GAO  audit,  even  though  the  original  docu- 
ment was  not  intended  for  that  purpose,  and  Mike  and  I  talked 
about  this  last  week,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  and  we  are  going  to  be 
very,  very  careful  with  this  year's  plan.  FEMA  stands  committed 
to  trying  to  deliver  a  maintenance  program  by  1995. 

Mr.  Synar.  I  think  your  answer  to  me,  if  I  have  it  correctly,  is 
to  make  sure  and  be  very,  very  careful.  TTiat  is  how  you  are  going 
to  do  it? 

Mr.  WiNGO.  Well,  the  process  is  managed  by  our  subcommittees 
covering  planning,  training,  exercising,  automation,  public  affairs, 
and  recovery  and  reentry.  They  manage  the  process  with  State  and 
local  reps. 

They  will  sit  down  and  relook  at  each  of  the  standards,  and,  yes, 
the  liquid  deposition  issue  is  going  to  result  in  some  delays,  as  an 
example.  They  will  sit  down  and  make  a  judgment  on  what  the 
new  dates  need  to  look  like,  but  Mr.  Owen  and  I  have  to  be  very 
careful  this  go-round  that  each  of  those  dates  is  measured  to  assure 
that  they  are  more  realistic. 

I  will  take  the  hit  that  the  original  dates  in  the  1990  plan  were 
not  realistic.  They  were  not. 

Mr,  Synar.  We  heard  testimony  earlier  today,  Mr.  Owen,  that 
the  leadership  at  CSEPP  is  very  poor  and  there  is  an  absence  of 
it.  Since  you  all  are  ultimately  in  charge  of  the  progjram,  what  do 
you  plan  to  do  to  correct  any  lack  of  leadership? 

Mr.  Owen.  Well,  I  think  we  have  done  a  couple  of  things,  and 
if  I  might  add  here,  it  is  a  partnership.  Army  and  FEMA,  Mr. 
Wingo  mentioned  this  earlier,  but  we  are  personally,  in  the  Army, 
excited  about  the  fact  the  new  national  Director  of  FEMA  comes 
from  a  CSEPP  State  who  had  a  lot  of  hands-on  experience  at  the 
State  and  local  level  with  the  CSEP  program.  Director  Witt,  the 
newly  appointed  Director  of  FEMA 

Mr,  Synar.  We  are  running  out  of  Arkansans  to  bring  up  here. 

Mr.  Owen.  But  in  this  instance  there  is  someone  coming  in,  and 
we  believe  that  already  had  a  favorable  impact,  Mr.  Witts  leader- 
ship at  FEMA,  and  we  think  that  is  going  to  help  a  lot.  And  he 
really  knows  this  program  comprehensively  and  will  monitor  it, 
and  we  think  that  will  nelp  as  well. 

We  are  just  going  to  have  to  be  a  lot  more  diligent,  I  think,  at 
our  level.  Mr.  Chairman,  And  I  hate  to  keep  going  back  to  my  bull- 
whip  ana  cattle  prod,  but  we  are  going  to  have  to  do  that, 

Mr.  Synar.  Well,  that  would  be  nice. 

Let's  go  to  another  area:  Contractors.  They  pla^  a  pretty  central 
role  in  the  CSEP  program.  In  fact,  one  of  our  national  labs  is  doing 
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work  for  you.  Mr.  Beard  mentioned  that  FEMA  awarded  money  to 
Oak  Ridge  National  Lab,  if  you  remember  his  testimony,  to  develop 
an  evacuation  model  for  local  communities. 

Now,  FEMA,  Mr.  Wingo,  also  awarded  money  to  the  Pacific 
Northwest  Lab  for  the  development  of  an  evacuation  model.  You 
want  to  explain  this,  why  we  have  two  contractors  doing  the  same 
work? 

Mr.  WiNGO.  The  initial  work  that  FEMA  provided  to  Pacific 
Northwest  Labs  is,  as  I  recall,  the  integrated  emergency  manage- 
ment information  system,  dynamic  evacuation  model,  funded  in 
large  part  by  FEMA  not  with  DOD  dollars.  We  tried  to  use  that 
technology  for  the  unique  CSEPP  threat. 

I  am  not  a  modeling  expert,  but  then  at  a  later  time  a  determina- 
tion was  made  to  upgrade  the  evacuation  model,  as  I  recall,  but  we 
will  have  to  research  this  for  the  record,  to  make  the  modeling 
more  accurate,  as  I  recall. 

Mr.  Synar.  You  didn't  get  what  you  paid  for  the  first  time? 

Mr.  Wingo.  Well,  we  got  what  we  paid  for,  but  as  you  noted,  in 
the  world  of  automation,  computers  and  software,  it  nas  been  my 
reaction  that  the  technology  seems  to  change  as  quickly  as  the  de- 
cisions are  made.  It  is  very,  very  hard  for  us  to  keep  up  with  tech- 
nological advances,  and  that  is  another  issue  that  goes  back  to  the 
maximum  protection  mandate,  because  we  feel  compelled  to  ac- 
quire the  best  technology  because  of  the  definition  that  has  been 
applied  by  the  Congress. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Evacuation  Modeling 

Since  large-scale  evacuations  may  be  necessary  in  a  chemical  stockpile  emei^ncy, 
planning  for  them  requires  the  use  of  evacuation  models. 

The  DYNEV  evacuation  model  was  developed  by  KLD  Associates  for  FEMA  in  the 
mid  1980's,  as  part  of  an  existing  automation  system,  FEMA's  Integrated  Emer- 
gency Management  Information  System  (BEMIS).  Early  in  CSEPP,  the  DYNEV 
model  was  used  for  evacuation  time  estimates.  It  has  been  incorporated  by  Pacific 
Northwest  Laboratory  into  the  Integrated  Baseline  System  (IBS),  the  interim  auto- 
mation system  developed  for  CSEPP,  which  runs  on  a  VAX  computer  under  a  VMS 
operating  system. 

Oak  Ridge  National  Laboratory  is  developing  the  Oak  Ridge  Evacuation  Modeling 
System  (OREMS)  to  run  as  a  stand  alone  model  and  for  incorporation  into  the  Fed- 
eral Emergency  Management  Information  System  (FEMIS),  the  ultimate  automa- 
tion system  being  developed  for  CSEPP. 

OREMS  is  not  duplicative  of  the  DYNEV  Model  in  IBS.  Rather,  OREMS  used 
DYNEV  as  a  starting  point  in  the  development  of  a  state-of-the-art  evacuation 
model.  It  will  be  compatible  with  the  data  sets  collected  for  DYNEV.  The  DYNEV 
model  is  now  out  of  date  and  does  not  run  in  a  PC  environment.  OREMS  will  bring 
it  up  to  date  with  the  currently  approved  Department  of  Transportation  simulation 
code  (Trafllo  2),  and  thereby  bring  evacuation  modeling  in  CSEPP  up  to  the  current 
state-of-the-art  in  traffic  modeling.  These  activities  are  consistent  with  the  mandate 
of  maximum  protection. 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Wingo,  you  are  into  high  tech,  and  if  you  have 
not  got  the  theme  here,  we  are  into  high  touch.  We  want  some  ba- 
sics on  the  ground.  We  want  to  show  something  for  $186.5  million, 
which,  obviously,  you  all  cannot  show  today. 

So  we  are  working  our  way  through  these  questions  to  try  to  give 
you  some  understanding  that  $700  million  is  unacceptable  to  com- 
plete this  program.  We  are  wondering,  since  we  have  wasted  a  lot 
of  time  and  effort  here  for  $186.5  milHon  and  we  keep  redoing 
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things  we  have  done,  maybe  you  can  get  the  gist  of  where  we  are 
going  with  this. 

Mr.  WiNGO.  The  modehng  requirements  you  are  referring  to  are 
a  small  part  of  the  costs.  I  just  cannot  refer  to,  as  an  example,  the 
$22  million  that  we  provided  the  State  and  locals  to  construct  those 
systems  under  their  own  RFP  process  as  wasted  money. 

Mr.  Synar.  I  want  to  ask  unanimous  consent  at  this  time  to 
enter  into  the  record  a  July  1993  letter  to  the  subcommittee  from 
Walter  Dowdle,  Ph.D.,  Acting  Director  for  the  Centers  for  Disease 
Control  and  Prevention. 

The  subcommittee  requested  that  the  CDC  respond  to  a  number 
of  questions  regarding  the  CSEP  program  since  CDC  is  involved  in 
several  aspects,  and  you  all  were  provided  this  letter  this  morning, 
I  think. 

[The  information  can  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 

Mr.  Synar.  Mr.  Owen,  the  Army  asked  CDC  to  conduct  training 
on  medical  personnel  through  the  CSEP  program;  correct? 

Mr.  Owen.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Synar.  I  understand  that  at  the  CSEPP's  national  con- 
ference this  year  CDC  criticized  this  program  for  the  lack  of  coordi- 
nated Federal  leadership.  In  fact,  CDC  actually  withdrew  from  the 
program  since  you  all  were  not  assisting  CDC  in  training  their  tar- 
geted audience,  namely  physicians  and  medical  personnel;  isn't 
that  correct? 

Mr.  Owen.  CDC  has  communicated  to  us  they  would  like  to  as- 
sume a  somewhat  different  role  in  CSEPP.  They  are  not  divorcing 
themselves  from  the  program.  We  will  continue  to  rely  upon  them. 
They  are  currently  out  there  in  the  field  doing  things  for  us  at  this 
time.  I  think  one  of  the  major  breakthroughs 

Mr.  Synar.  What  was  the  basis  for  the  withdrawal? 

Mr.  Owen.  One  of  the  major  breakthroughs  in  this  program,  in 
the  medical  training  area  and  whatnot  and  medical  needs  assess- 
ments, was  that  finally  there  was  a  monumental  breakthrough  in 
that  the  State  health  officers  recently  were  brought  into  this  pro- 
gram. That  was  a  problem  we  identified,  and  I  think  now  that  we 
have  State  health  officers  kind  of  formally  in  a  net  down  in  the 
States,  a  lot  of  the  things  that  mav  have  been  required  by  CDC, 
as  our  only  expert,  can  be  accompli sned  most  appropriately  through 
the  involvement  of  the  State  health  officers,  and  I  tnink 

Mr.  Synar.  That  is  a  good  answer  but  not  to  the  question  I 
asked.  Why  did  CDC  withdraw? 

Mr.  Owen.  I  would  not  add  any  more  than  what  they  have  com- 
municated here,  sir,  and  I  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  read 
this. 

Mr.  Synar.  So  they  did  withdraw  because  they  were  not  getting 
the  assistance  and  the  training  that  they  wanted;  correct? 

Mr.  Owen.  That  has  not  personally  been  communicated  to  me, 
sir.  I  have  not  had  anyone  from  CDC  say  that  to  me  and  I  have 
not  read  the  document  here. 

Mr.  Synar.  How  did  you  say  medical  personnel  are  presently 
being  trained? 

Mr.  Owen.  CDC  has  the  responsibility  for  training  what  we 
would  view 

Mr.  Synar.  They  just  withdrew. 
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Mr.  Owen  [continuing].  Medical  doctors  and  RNs.  They  continue 
to  function  in  the  training  role. 

Sir,  they  have  not  completely  withdrawn  from  this  program. 

Mr.  Synar.  All  right. 

Mr.  Owen.  They  trained  400  doctors  and  RNs  in  emergency 
rooms.  FEMA  is  responsible  for  training  the  emergency  medical 
technicians,  ambulance  attendant  type  of  medical  personnel. 

Mr.  Synar.  Have  any  of  the  State  health  departments  received 
money  under  CSEPP  activities? 

Mr.  Owen.  I  cannot  answer  that.  I  do  not  know  if  we  have  grant- 
ed money  to  the  State  health  departments  or  if  we  have  plans  to. 
I  honestly  cannot  answer  that  at  this  time.  I  will  submit  an  answer 
for  the  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Allocation  of  Money  for  State  Health  Depabtments 

Yes.  The  Alabama  and  Washington  State  Health  Departments  have  received 
money  under  CSEPP  activities.  These  funds  have  been  given  by  these  States  to 
their  health  departments  as  part  of  their  CSEPP  Comprehensive  Cooperative  Agree- 
ments (CCAs). 

However,  in  the  FY  1994  CCAs,  the  Department  of  the  Army  has  solicited  propos- 
als for  financial  support  of  all  State  health  departments  for  their  participation  is 
CSEPP.  Those  proposals  have  been  received  by  the  Army  and  are  currently  under 
review.  The  1994  funding  in  this  area  wUl  generally  be  used  to  assist  in  personnel 
support,  health  needs  assessments,  training,  and  technical  assistance  to  local  medi- 
cal services. 

Mr.  Synar.  Yes,  Mr.  Wingo. 

Mr.  Wingo.  As  I  recall,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  have  to  verify  this, 
but  I  am  almost  certain  it  is  accurate,  we  have  made  a  commit- 
ment now  to  fund  the  health  departments  as  a  part  of  the  process. 
I  think  CDC's  principal  concern,  I  will  not  address  whether  it  is 
right  or  Avrong,  is  they  seem  to  have  difficulty  working  through  the 
emergency  management  side  of  the  house  as  opposed  to  the  health 
side. 

So  we  have  a  compromise  in  place.  CDC  will  work  through 
health  departments.  We  hope  they  coordinate  with  emergency 
agencies.  We  may  have  to  provide,  probably  will  have  to  provide, 
some  dollars  to  the  health  departments. 

Mr.  Synar.  They  also  state  in  their  memorandum  they  think  this 
$4  million  communications  system  for  the  rural  areas  is  a  little  bit 
elaborate. 

Mr.  Wingo.  On  the  communications,  was  that? 

Mr.  Synar.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wingo.  Which  page  is  that?  I  was  not  aware  they  were  con- 
cerned with  communications.  I  think  they  have  expressed  some 
concerns  with  decontamination  facilities. 

Mr.  Synar.  Go  to  page  4. 

The  resources  exceeded  what  we  had  initially  contemplated.  We  have  no  firm  esti- 
mates of  the  amount  needed  at  this  time.  We  do,  however,  have  serious  concerns 
about  the  necessity  of  large  cash  infusions  into  rural  hospitals,  elaborate  $4  million 
communication  systems  .... 

Mr.  Wingo.  I  must  say  that  I  am  unaware  of  any  proposal  for 
multimillion  dollar  communication  systems  in  hospitals  per  se.  We 
are  flinding,  as  you  mentioned  earlier,  the  Alabama  example,  a  $13 
million,  800  megahertz  trunk  system,  which  is  the  world's  finest 
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communications  system  you  could  possibly  acquire.  I  am  not  aware 
of  $4  million  that  pertains  directly  to  the  hospital.  We  will  have  to 
research  that.  That  number  doesn't  seem  right. 

Mr.  Synar.  You  will  supply  that  for  the  record? 

Mr.  WmGO.  Yes. 

Mr.  Synar.  All  right. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Reference  to  $4  Milugn  Communications  System 

We  are  unaware  of  any  $4  million  hospital  communications  system  which  has 
been  funded  by  CSEPP.  However,  CSEPP  has  provided  approximately  $22  million 
for  communications  systems  in  the  10  CSEPP  States.  These  systems  provide  critical 
communications  capabilities  to  assist  in  coordinating  the  response  to  a  chemical 
event  involving  the  stockpile. 

Mr.  Synar.  CDC  believes  also  the  risks  associated  with  the  de- 
militarization activities  is,  'Virtually  nonexistent,"  and  that  the 
risk  of  release  in  storage  remains  at  a  very  low  level.  They  go  on 
to  state  in  this  memorandum  that  the  preparedness  activities 
should  reflect  the  risk  and  whether  or  not  we  are  moving  too  quick- 
ly in  the  worst  case  scenario. 

Now,  do  you  agree  with  that  assessment? 

Mr.  WiNGO.  I  have  to  reflect  on  my  experience  in  the  radiological 
emergency  preparedness  world,  the  world  of  radiation  in  FEMA's 
other  MOU  with  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission.  We  have  the 
same  planning  around  commercial  nuclear  power  plants.  The  risk 
there  from  these  lethal  doses  of  radiation  is  something  like  1 
chance  in  1  million  per  year,  roughly,  and  it  appears  that  we  have 
comparable  risks  in  the  CSEPP  world  because  it  is  about  one  order 
of  magnitude  above  that. 

Ironically  enough,  I  think  the  Congress,  when  they  established 
reasonable  assurance  in  the  radiation  area  and  maximum  protec- 
tion for  chemicals  designed  to  kill  people,  not  used  for  commercial 
purposes,  probably  hit  pretty  square  on  in  terms  of  the  relative 
risks.  To  me,  when  I  read  documents  that  stipulate  and  that  are 
readily  available,  I  believe  the  committee  has  them,  that  there  is 
the  possibility  of  a  VX  land  mine  accident  with  sympathetic  detona- 
tion of  X  number  of  land  mines,  with  a  release  offpost  affecting  Jef- 
ferson and  Grant  Counties,  AR,  to  me,  that  is  real  risk. 

If  the  events  were  only  externally  driven,  airplane  crashes, 
earthquakes  in  the  10  to  the  minus  8  chance  that  Mike  Owen  and 
others  referred  to  earlier,  then  my  perspective  might  be,  wait  a 
minute,  we  are  two  orders  of  magnitude  above  the  commercial  nu- 
clear power  plant  standard,  let's  rethink  this. 

Mr.  Synar.  So  you  are  not  prepared  at  this  point  to  request  from 
Congress  a  change  in  the  maximum? 

Mr.  Wingo.  I  would  like  to  see  something  from  the  Congress  that 
added  something  like  maximum — I  hate  to  use  the  contradictory 
words,  but  maximum  practicable  preparedness  or  protection.  Some- 
thing that  gives  you — I  would  really  like  to  see  the  issue  of  avoid- 
ance of  lethal  dose  addressed  from  my  perspective,  because  that  is 
what  drives  this  train. 

Mr.  Synar.  Think  about  that,  because  I  think  that  is  where  we 
are  on  this  and  it  might  be  helpful. 
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This  is  the  last  question.  GAO  also  testified  the  FEMA  personnel 
they  interviewed  believed  that  once  the  money  was  allocated  to  the 
States,  Mr.  Wingo,  they  lost  control  of  it  and  how  it  was  spent.  Is 
that  really  the  view  of  FEMA? 

Mr.  WiNGJO.  No.  I  was  not  involved  in  the  program  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Synar.  You  do  believe  Federal  dollars  require  Federal  over- 
sight? 

Mr.  Wingo.  There  is  no  question  that  FEMA's  financial  account- 
ability today  exceeds  the  requirements  of  the  0MB,  and  if  I  could 
quickly  indicate  what  those  are  in  the  performance  reporting  area. 
We  have  touched  on  the  cooperative  agreements  earlier.  We  have 
the  computer  activity  result  codes  that  give  an  indication  every 
quarter  as  to  what  activities  occur.  There  is  a  financial  status  re- 

Eort  connected  with  the  cooperative  agreements  that  gives  you 
locks  of  funds  that  have  been  expended  by  category. 

Now,  GAO's  earlier  commentary  went  to  the  fact  that  you  cannot 
take  those  blocks  of  funds  and  directly  attribute  an  incremental 
cost  to  a  project.  But  that  is  the  way  the  cooperative  ag^reements 
are  set  up,  because  we  administer  $100  million  plus  to  3,000  juris- 
dictions in  this  country  under  all  hazards.  Now,  this  is  $30,  $40, 
$50  million  a  year  for  30  communities.  And  that  is  the  principal 
difference  in  how  the  program  operates. 

But  it  is  important  that  we  do  have  financial  tracking,  we  do 
have  programmatic  tracking.  As  Mr.  White  testified  earlier,  in  At- 
lanta, which  is  one  of  our  IG  inspection  stations — and  by  the  way, 
Mr.  White  would  like  not  to  have  to  see  our  FEMA  regional  people 
too  much  more  because  they  are  very  prescriptive  when  they  ana- 
Ijrze  costs. 

If  the  committee  would  like,  by  approximately  this  time  next 
week,  I  can  provide  you  with  the  cost  data  on  a  site-specific  basis 
across  the  country  that  gives  you  an  indication  in  warning,  commu- 
nication, planning,  exercising,  training,  automation,  precisely  what 
the  costs  are,  if  you  like. 

Mr.  Synar.  Do  you  all  audit  the  States? 

Mr.  Wingo.  I  want  to  be  very  careful  since  I  am  not  speaking 
for  the  IG,  and  I  am  not  an  accountant,  but  the  way  the  system 
is  set  up  imder  CFR,  part  44,  is  our  IG  is  responsible  for  auditing, 
as  a  cognizant  Federal  agency  under  44  CFR,  four  CSEPP  States: 
Alabama,  Illinois,  Indiana,  and  Arkansas. 

The  audits  by  Federal  stipulation  are  done  on  Federal  funding  as 
a  whole  that  goes  to  the  State.  They  are  not  required,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, to  audit  small  blocks  of  funds  because,  as  you  know,  these 
blocks  of  funds  are  huge. 

However,  as  I  stated  earlier,  in  Arkansas,  there  was  a  CSEPP- 
specific  State  audit  that  fovmd  no  fraud,  waste,  and  abuse.  There 
was  one  minor  infraction  on  compliance  with  procurement  regula- 
tions. I  talked  to  the  inspector  general  and  he  is  looking  forward 
to  visiting  with  the  GAO  regarding  their  report  because  tney  sum- 
marily disagreed  with  the  findings. 

Mr.  Synar.  That  is  an  understatement. 

Mr.  Synar.  Gentlemen,  thank  you.  I  know  it  has  been  a  long 
morning  and  I  do  appreciate  your  patience. 

Before  we  adjourn,  we  will  have  one  more  panel;  Mr.  Browder 
from  Alabama.  As  my  colleague,  he  has  said  he  can  provide  some 
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insight  to  the  committee,  and  we  would  excuse  you  two  gentlemen 
and  ask  Mr.  Browder  to  come  forward  and  share  any  comments 
that  he  may  have. 

Thank  you  all  for  your  patience.  And,  Glen,  thank  you  for  your 
patience,  too.  Welcome. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  GLEN  BROWDER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  ALABAMA 

Mr.  Browder.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  calling  this  hearing.  It  is  an  excellent 
hearing,  a  lot  of  good  questions  have  been  raised. 

This  is  an  eye  opener.  I  think  as  one  of  the  members  of  your  com- 
mittee said,  this  is,  he  is  dismayed  at  some  of  the  revelations  that 
he  has  heard,  but  I  don't  think  that  should  be  surprising.  In  1988, 
when  Congress  set  up  this  program,  it  mandated  maximum  protec- 
tion, and  I  don't  think  that  Congress  should  be  dismayed  or  sur- 
prised after  mandating  maximum  protection  and  then  going  to 
sleep  for  5  years  to  come  back  and  find  problems  with  the  program. 

I  have  also  looked  at  the  members  of  the  committee,  vour  sub- 
committee, and  the  full  committee,  and  I  don't  believe  that  there 
is  a  person  who  comes  from  a  State  that  has  one  of  these  eight 
sites.  I  come  to  you  today  not  only  as  a  Member  of  Congress  but 
a  Member  of  Congress  with  some  experience  in  these,  in  one  of 
these  local  wars,  local  battles  about  tne  chemical  demilitarization 
program. 

This  has  not  been  atop  the  congressional  agenda,  it  has  not  been 
atop  the  national  agenda,  but  this  is  a  very  serious  problem  that 
we  have.  I  do  not  have  a  prepared  statement  but  I  have  a  few 

Eoints  I  would  like  to  make,  Mr.  Chairman.  Just  a  little  bit  on  the 
ackground. 

This  program  is  married  to  but  separate  from  the  chemical  stock- 
pile destruction  program.  It  is  the  part  of  the  program — as  you 
know,  CSEPP  is  part  of  the  program  dealing  with  emergency  pre- 
paredness. It  is  very  important  to  the  chemical  weapons  conven- 
tion, which  will  become  atop  our  national  agenda  very  soon,  and  I 
might  add  that  studies  that  look  at  worst  possible  scenarios  at  the 
installation  that  I  represent  in  Alabama,  show  that  the  possible 
casualties  of  an  accident  with  continued  storage,  iust  managing  the 
stockpile,  means  that  more  people  possibly  would  die  from  an  acci- 
dent involving  continued  storage  than  would  the  destruction  pro- 
gram. 

So  it  is  something  that  is  very  important  to  me.  I  have  listened 
to  the  problems  presented  by  your  committee,  by  the  GAO,  by  the 
inspector  general,  and  I  agree  wholeheartedly.  And  the  rec- 
ommendations that  have  been  made  to  you,  I  think  that  they  are 
very  solid  recommendations. 

The  problems  of  coordination,  the  problems  of  not  only  among 
the  Feoeral  agencies  but  the  problems  of  coordination  between  the 
Federal  and  the  State  and  local  agencies  are  very  real  and  Con- 
gress needs  to  establish  responsibility  and  accountability  on  this 
program. 

Let  me  talk  to  you  for  just  a  couple  of  minutes  about  the  Ala- 
bama situation.  I  am  familiar  with  the  Alabama  situation  because 
as  a  new  Member  of  Congress  who  just  came  here  after  this  pro- 
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gram  was  established,  I  have  had  to  devote  a  lot  of  attention  and 
hard  work  to  it,  and  I  think  that  the  problems  that  we  have  in  this, 
our  local  war  with  the  demilitarization  program  at  Anniston  Army 
Depot,  account  in  great  part  for  the  fact  that  vou  do  not  see  in  the 
GAO  report  or  in  the  IG  report  any  citing  of  Anniston  Army  Depot 
when  they  cite  these  problems. 

Now,  some  questions  have  been  raised  about  the  amoimt  of 
money  spent  at  Anniston  Army  Depot,  and  I  would  like  to  say  that 
I  think  that  comes  from  three  factors:  One,  is  that  Anniston  Army 
Depot  is  at  the  front  end  of  the  schedule.  We  are  the  second  site, 
which  means  that  you  expend  more  money  at  the  front  end  because 
that  is  closer  to  actual  operation  of  the  program. 

It  is  not  only  at  the  front  end  of  the  schedule  but  it  has  a  large 
population  at  risk.  The  first  site  is  in  Utah,  in  a  rural  area.  The 
Anniston  Army  Depot  site  is  one  with  a  SMSA  located — it  is  in  a 
SMSA,  which  is  primarily  north  and  east  of  this  site,  which  is  in 
the  wind  direction.  So  we  have  to  be  very  careful  about  that.  Plus, 
we  have  a  lot  of  what  they  call  "the  bad  characters,"  the  M-55 
rockets  at  Anniston  Army  Depot.  So  it  is  not  surprising  to  me  that 
the  costs  there  have  been  disproportionate  to  a  smaller,  more  rural 
site  on  down  the  line. 

Also,  I  think  part  of  that  would  be  attributed  to  the  constant 
fighting  that  we  have  waged  to  protect  it,  to  make  sure  that  we  get 
maximum  protection  for  our  community  in  Alabama.  We  have  had 
to  fight  with  the  two  agencies  up  here,  the  Army  and  FEMA,  and 
I  think  the  Army  and  FEMA  have  probably  seen  and  heard  enough 
of  me  over  my  short  time  here,  but  we  have  had  to  do  so. 

We  have  had  fights  between  the  local  communities  and  the  State, 
and  even  in  the  local  communities  between  the  government  and  the 
environmentalists.  So  this  is  a  pretty  extensive  fight  that  we  have 
had  down  there,  and  the  program  at  Anniston  Army  Depot  is,  I 
think  has  made  some  progress. 

The  sirens  that  you  mentioned,  I  was  home  for  July  4,  and  I  read 
about  the  ceremony  to — I  guess  to  make  them  do  what  sirens  do, 
will  be  held  pretty  soon.  The  computer  that  was  mentioned,  that 
so  much  had  been  spent  for  was  used  in  the  exercise  just  a  couple 
of  months  ago,  which  was  a  very  successfiil  exercise  to  bring  in  all 
the  agencies.  So  we  are  pretty  much  ahead  of  the  game,  and  we 
have  been  very  attentive  to  the  fact  that  we  do  need  to  pursue  that 
mandate  of  maximum  protection. 

I  would  cite  one  immediate  case,  though,  as  an  example  of  the 
lack  of  coordination  that  we  have  in  the  Federal  operation  of  this 
program,  and  I  don't  mean  to  mix  my  fight,  you  as  a  Congressman 
know  that  quite  often  you  fight  several  fights,  so  I  don't  want  to 
mix  too  many  of  these  fights,  but,  at  the  same  time  that  the  Annis- 
ton Army  Depot  chemical  demilitarization  program  was  continuing 
and  the  CSEP  program  was  continuing,  the  Army  was  applying  to 
the  Alabama  Department  of  Environmental  Management,  manage- 
ment for  the  environmental  permit  to  continue  the  demilitarization 
program,  the  incineration. 

In  that  application,  which  they  have  been  working  on  for  about 
3  years  now,  they  cited  resources  that  the  Army  was  committing 
to  this  program.  We  also  happen  to  have  Fort  McClellan,  AL,  in 
that  same  community,  in  that  same  SMSA.  Fort  McClellan  is  the 
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home  of  the  Army's  chemical  school  and  the  only  live  agent  chemi- 
cal defense  training  facility  in  the  free  world.  They  cited  those  ca- 
pabilities. 

They  cited  extensively  the  use  of  the  hospital  at  Fort  McClellan 
because  it  can  deal  with  chemical  contamination.  All  the  hospitals 
in  the  area  have  sig^ied  contracts  with  the  hospital  at  Fort  McClel- 
lan to  provide  those  kinds  of  capabilities.  It  is  just  an  extensive 
networking  of  the  demilitarization  at  Anniston  Army  Depot  with 
Fort  McClellan.  That  was  in  the  environmental  permit  application. 

At  the  same  time,  the  Army,  this  is  the  very  same  Army,  was 
recommending  the  closure  of  Fort  McClellan  in  which  every  soldier, 
every  personnel  would  be  moved  prior  to  the  demilitarization  action 
beginning,  the  operation  beginning  itself.  Fortunately,  the  Base 
Closure  Commission  for  the  second  time  removed  Fort  McClellan 
from  closure. 

I  think  this  just  demonstrates  the  lack  of  coordination  that  is 
going  on,  and  Congress  needs  to  exercise  its  oversight.  The  Army, 
the  Defense  Department,  needs  to  exercise  better  oversight  of  this. 

So  I  will  close,  Mr.  Chairman,  by  sajdng  that  I  came  along,  like 
many  Members  of  Congress,  after  this  progpram,  after  the  demili- 
tarization program  was  oegun  in  1986  and  aher  the  CSEP  program 
was  begun  in  1988,  and  I  am  committed  to  maximum  protection  of 
our  community.  I  am  committed  to  the  destruction  of  these  weap- 
ons, but  I  am  not  committed  to  the  total  demilitarization  program 
until  I  have  assurances  that  it  is  going  to  work  right. 

And  my  friend  and  colleague  from  Florida  made  a  reference  to 
this  being  a  cash  cow  and  that  the  American  taxpayer  is  maybe  ex- 
periencing getting  the  droppings  of  this  cash  cow.  I  would  like  to 
point  out  that  this  community  has  been  the  American  cow;  it  has 
dropped  its  droppings  on  this  community  for  the  last  half  century, 
and  we  are  not  going  to  take  lightly  our  responsibility  to  make  sure 
that  in  eliminating  these  droppings  that  we  lessen  up  at  all  in 
seeking  maximum  public  protection. 

And  if  I  have  anything  to  say  about  it,  and  I  think  I  will,  there 
will  be  no  go-ahead  for  this  DOD  demilitarization  until  I  am  satis- 
fied that  capabilities  are  in  place,  not  are  assured  or  promised,  but 
capabilities  are  in  place  to  provide  maximum  public  protection.  And 
I  would  encourage  you  to  continue  this  hearing,  to  get  some  con- 
gressional oversight  and  to  eliminate  the  problems  that  have  been 
identified  here  today. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  (Jhairman. 

Mr.  Synar.  Glen,  thank  you  very  much,  and  let  there  be  no 
doubt  your  championship  on  behalf  of  your  constituents  is  noticed 
and  appreciated.  And  just  for  your  reference,  this  committee  has 
been  doing  oversight  on  this  program  for  now  going  on  2  or  3  years, 
and  even  though  no  individual  Members  are  on  there,  the  expertise 
that  can  be  gained  by  this  is  there  and  we  do  have 

Mr.  Browder.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  and  I  have  been  discussing 
this  for  a  good  while. 

Mr.  Synar.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  that. 

Mr.  Browder.  But  I  am  afraid  that  oversight  has  not  impacted 
on  the  program  as  well  as  it  should  have. 

Mr.  Synar.  Well,  we  can  just  beat  them  up  so  much,  you  know. 

Mr.  Browder.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mr.  Synar.  Let  me  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  July  14,  1993, 
letter  to  the  subcommittee  from  the  Utah  chapter  of  the  Sierra 
Club  on  the  CSEP  program  be  submitted  for  the  record. 

[The  information  can  be  found  in  the  appendix.] 

Mr.  Synar,  Let  me  conclude  today's  hearing  by  sajdng  that  what 
we  have  seen  is  that  FEMA  is  that  agency  that  everyone  loves  to 
hate.  Certainly  this  limited  progress  that  we  have  seen  today  with 
the  CSEP  program  is  not  going  to  enhance  FEMA's  reputation 
much.  But  the  reality  is — and  I  want  to  remind  everybody  in  this 
room — the  reality  is  that  the  Army  is  the  ultimate  responsible 
party  for  ensuring  that  this  program  works  correctly. 

Five  years,  $187  million;  that  is  a  long  time,  and  that  is  a  lot 
of  money.  What  we  have  to  ensure  is  that  we  get  the  most  bang 
for  the  buck.  That  means  getting  back  to  basics  and  protecting  the 
local  communities.  They  have  to  deal  with  a  potential  accident. 

I  hope  that  today's  hearing  will  be  a  first  step  in  getting  that 
program  back  on  track  so  that  this  train  that  everybody  has  talked 
about  can  go  down  it. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Army,  FEMA,  Mr.  Browder, 
and  local  communities  affected.  This  subcommittee  stands  ad- 
journed. 

[Whereupon,  at  1:10  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  adjourned,  to  recon- 
vene subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair.] 
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EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT  AGENCY 

County  Courthouce,  Box  17 

25  Weit  nth  Street 

AnnUton,  Alabama  36201-4584 

(205)  237-7023 

(205)  237-0982  (Emergenclet  Only) 

James  L.  Bennett 
(Jim) 
Direclm.  July    9,     1993 

Director 

State  of  Alabama 

Emergency  Management  Agency 

Clanton,  Alabama  35045-5160 

Subj;  House  Subconmittee  on  Environment,  Energy  and  Natural 
Resources  hearing 

Re:   6  July  93  AEMA  letter,  SAB. 

1.    Following  are  issues  we  want  presented  at  the  above  referenced 
hearing. 

A.  By  and  large,  folks  involved  in  CSEPP  decision  making 
(external  to  the  Community)  know  nothing,  or  at  best  very  little, 
about  the  needs  of  the  community. 

B.  Contractors  who  write  CSEPP  policy,  guidance,  standards 
and  criteria  have  never  been  to  the  community;  at  least  they  have 
not  talked  to  those  in  the  community  who  are  responsible  for  CSEPP. 
This  does  not  create  "warm  fuzzies"  about  programmatic  decisions 
being  made  that  impact  and  affect  the  community. 

C.  Non-local  CSEPP  decision  makers  apparently  forget  that 
Local  Elected  Officials  are  responsible  for  deciding  what  must  be 
done  to  ensure  Maximum  Public  Protection  is  achieved. 

D.  CSEPP  is  a  "bottoms-up"  driven  program  based  on  Program 
policy,  guidance,  standards  and  criteria. 

E.  Communities  must  be  able  to  support  Maximum  Public 
Protection  in  a  "stand  alone"  posture.  Local  protective  action 
decisions  must  be  made  within  five  minutes  of  Depot  notification  of 
off-post  impact. 

F.  Differences  in  interpretations  of  Program  policy, 
guidance,  standards  and  criteria  have  negative  impacts  on  local 
communities.  Examples  are  delays  in  planning,  delays  in  getting 
decisions,  and  delays  in  getting  requisite  resources,  facilities, 
equipment,  support,  personnel. 


171 


G.   Prograa  policy,  guidance,  and  standards  and  criteria  are 
translated  to  local  requirements  (people,  dollars,  things).  These 
needed  requirenents  are  then  argued  lOsout,  justified,  rejustified, 
argued  over,  and  rejustified  when  they  are  based  on  Federally 
pxiblished/ sponsored  documents.   In  the  mean  time,  vital  and  time 
consuming  efforts  are  stymied/delayed. 

H.  There  has  been  constantly  proposed  oral  (with  little  ever 
being  documented)  CSEPP  changes  in  direction,  policy,  guidance,  and 
standards  and  criteria.  There  is  no  way  (at  the  local  level)  a 
credible  and  workable  program  can  be  established  under  these 
constant  "knee-jerk"  conditions. 

-  I.   Programmatlcally  there  is  a  lack  of: 
(X)  Coordination  and  cooperation. 

(2)  Timely  response  to  Program  issues/ queries. 

(3)  Timely  resolution  regarding  personnel,  budget, 
operational  and  functional  Issues. 

J.  In  summary,  as  a  program,  CSEPP  lacks  effective 
leadership,  clear  direction,  flexibility,  and  timely  responsive- 
ness. It  is  fragmented,  dysfunctional,  cumbersome,  poorly  managed 
and  should  be  investigated  from  top  be  bottom  (or  bottom  to  top) . 

2.   Request  you  provide  us  a  copy  of  material  you  send,  give  or 
present  to  the  subcommittee. 


Respectfully, 

Jim  Bennett 
Director 
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Aug  3.  1993 

CSEPP-Class 
A&N 


Calhoun  County  FY94  Budget  Submission 


Item 


Total: 
AOMIN 


Total: 
ADP 
Total: 
COMMS 


Total: 
CONTRACT 


Total: 
EGG 


WEATHER  STATIONS 
SIREN  MAINTENANCE 
TONE  ALERT  RADIOS  (TARS) 
SPARE  PARTS  (SIRENS) 
CALLDOUN  SYSTEM 


COPIERS 

LAUN  MOWER,  WEED  EATER,  RAKES, 

AND  BASKETS 

OFFICE  SUPPLIES 

CHAIRS 

HAZMAT  INFORMATION  EXCHANGE 

(HMIX) 

EMERGENCY/INCLEMENT  WEATHER 

ITEMS 

UTILITIES 

INSURANCE 

ADMINISTRATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

REFERENCE  BOOKS  FOR  UNIX 

OPERATION  SYSTEM 

POSTAGE 

DINNING  TABLE  AND  CHAIRS 

REPAIR  OFFICE  EQUIPMENT 

TELEPHONE  EXPENSE 


ADP  PACKAGE 


EMERGENCY  POWER  BATTERY  BACKUP 

VHF  PAGING  TERMINAL 

RACES  EQUIPMENT 

OPSECURE  HF  RADIO 

PAGING  REPEATER  BUILDING 

WEATHER  WIRE 

RE-CRYSTAL  EXISTING  PAGERS 

COMMUNICATION/ADP/SIREN 

REPAIR/MAINTENANCE 

VOICE  RECORDER 

PAGER  RENTAL 

BATTERIES 


PROFESSIONAL  SERVICE  CONTRACT 

(COMM) 

PROFESSIONAL  SERVICES 

(PERSONNEL) 

PROFESSIONAL  SERVICES  (ADP) 

JANITORIAL  SERVICES 


HIGH  RESOLUTION  VIDEO  SCREENS 


State  Requested  Funding 

$  220,000 

$  2,500 

*  8,345,000 

$  38,000 

$  50,000 

$  8,655,500 

$  10,000 
t   1,200 

$  8,000 
$  3,348 
$  1,000 

$  2,437 

$  16,700 

$  2,000 

$  155 


$  5,000 

$  8,050 

$  2,000 

$  16,644 

$  76,534 

$  536,093 

$  536,093 

$  62,000 
$  10,000 
$  2,000 
$  5,000 
$  6,000 
$  600 
$  5,320 
$  5,834 

$  40,000 
$  4,200 
$  1,485 


$  142,439 

$  6,792 

$  1,710 

$  18,600 
$  9,200 


$  36,302 
$  7.401 
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Aug  3,  1993 

Calhoun  County  FY94  Budget  Submission 

CSEPP-Class 

Item              state 

Requested  Funding 

EOC 

VIDEO/DATA  PROJECTORS  WITH 
CONTROLLERS 

$  112.500 

EMP  (INSTALLATION  ONLY) 

$  1,500 

MATTRESSES 

$  3,400 

FREEZER 

$  750 

TELEVISIONS 

$  1,730 

FAX  MACHINES 

$  8,200 

Total: 

$  135,481 

EXERCISE 

EXERCISE  ITEMS 

$  4,000 

Total: 

$  4,000 

PUBLIC  AFFAIRS 

PORTABLE  19"  COLOR  T.V.  UITH 
BUILT-IN  VCR 

$  500 

VIDEO  (SIRENS) 

$  4,500 

VIDEO  (PROTECTIVE  ACTIONS) 

$  4,500 

VIDEO  DUPLICATION 

$  5,000 

PUBLIC  INFORMATION  ITEMS 

$  30,796 

STAND-ALONE  KIOSK 

$  50,000 

EBS  CABLE  INTERRUPT  EQUIPMENT 

$  108,736 

Total: 

$  204,032 

RESPONSE 

SUPPLIES  FOR  5  DAY  EOC 
LOCKDOUN 

$  8,900 

SEARCH  AND  RESCUE  EQUIPMENT 

$  344,000 

TRAFFIC  AND  ACCESS  CONTROL 

$  10,000 

EQUIPMENT 

VACCUM  CLEANER 

$  150 

SUPPLIES  FOR  5  DAY  EOC 

$  8,972 

LOCKDOUN 

DECON  UNITS 

$  408,800 

SPARE  PARTS  FOR  5  DAY  EOC 

$  2,700 

LOCKDOUN 

Total: 

$  783,522 

S&B 

COMMUNICATION  TECH 

$  26,369 

LOCAL  PLANNER 

$  15,294 

ACCOUNTANT 

$  19,026 

LOCAL  PLANNER 

$  15,294 

RETIREMENT 

$  28,125 

DATA  ENTRY  CLERK 

$  11,966 

PLANNER 

$  27,075 

LOGISTICAL  COORDINATOR 

$  17,417 

PROGRAMMER 

$  27.896 

CLERK  STENOGRAPHER 

$  8,384 

LOCfi  PLANNER 

$  15,294 

DEPUTY  DIRECTOR 

$  5.970 

CLERK  TYPIST 

$  12,406 

INSURANCE 

$  30,313 

DIRECTOR 

$  15,769 

FICA 

$  21,689 

INFORMATION  SPECIALIST 

$  18,299 

LOCAL  PLANNER 

$  15,294 
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CSEPP-Class 
Total: 
TRAINING 

Total: 
TRAVEL 


Total: 
VEHICLES 

Total: 
Total: 


Calhoun  County  FY94  Budget  Submission 

Item  State  Requested  Funding 


SARANEX  TRAINING  SUITS 
TRAINING  GLOVES 
AUDIO-VISUAL  SETS 
VIDEO  (TRAINING) 


UNANNOUNCED/UNPROGRAMMED 

CONFERENCES 

OBSERVE  CSEPP  EXERCISES 

IN-STATE-TRAVEL 

FEMIS  DEVELOPMENT 

SUB-COMHITTEE  MEETINGS 

PIO  UORKSHOP 

AUTOMATION  USERS  GROUP 

NATIONAL  CSEPP  CONFERENCE 


INSURANCE 

VEHICLE  OPERATING  EXPENSE 

CSEPP  ADMINISTRATIVE  VEHICLE 

LEASE 


$  331,880 

$  25,000 

$  10,000 

$  500 

$  1,000 


$  36,500 

$  5,320 

$  1,725 
$  2,020 
$  11,500 
$  10,675 
$  3,475 
$  12,000 
$  12,505 


$  59,220 

$  4,000 

$  16,300 

$  6,600 


$  26.900 


$  11,028,403 
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uou's  Lnem  :>tocKpiie 
Emerg  Preparedness  Pre  ! 


PROTECT I VB  EQUIPMENT 


The  proceaa  was  begun  In  August  1991  when  the  Army 
requested  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control,  National  Center  for 
Environmental  Health  (CDC/NCEH),  to  convene  a  working  group  of 
representatives  and  technical  experts  to  address  the  matter  of 
personal  protective  equipment  for  civilian  emergency  responders 
responding  to  a  release  of  lethal  (military)  chemical  agent  with 
consequences  beyond  the  Installation  boundary.   The  working 
group  Included  experts  from  several  Army  agencies,  the  Federal 
Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA),  the  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health  Administration  (OSHA),  the  National  Institute  for 
Occupational  Safety  and  Health  (NIOSH),  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  and  state  environmental  agencies. 

The  working  group  convened  on  January  9,  1992.   At  that 
meeting,  the  Army  discussed  with  Department  of  Labor  officials 
Issues  and  possible  solutions  to  selecting  personal  protective 
equipment  for  civilian  emergency  responders.   At  that  meeting, 
an  OSHA  official  stated  that  It  might  be  possible  for  the  Army 
to  obtain  'special  limited  use  approval,"  which  he  characterized 
as  a  kind  of  waiver.   In  essence,  this  approval  would  waive  the 
requirement  In  OSHA's  Hazardous  Haste  Operations  and  Emergency 
Response  regulations  for  use  of  self-contained  breathing  appa- 
ratus or  aupplled-alr  respirators,  which  use  air  tanks.   Such  a 
waiver  v.'ould  allow  for  use  of  air  purifying  respirators  that 
rely  on  cartridges  and  filters  (Instead  of  air  tanks),  such  as 
the  military  mask,  under  specific  conditions. 

However,  In  order  to  obtain  such  a  waiver,  additional 
technical  Information  was  required  before  an  application  could 
be  filed  with  the  Department  of  Labor.   At  that  January  1992 
meeting,  an  OSHA  official  stated  that  OSHA  would  not  even 
consider  the  use  of  a  non-NIOSH  certified  respirator  for  this 
waiver.  NIOSH  would  not  certify  the  military  mask  because 
preliminary  tests  Indicated  that  the  pressure  required  to  open 
the  exhalation  valve  (I.e.,  the  force  required  to  'breathe  out' 
through  the  mask)  Is  greater  than  NIOSH  standards  will  tolerate. 
NIOSH  standards  are  designed  to  accommodate  all  segments  of  the 
population  Including  those  with  moderate  respiratory  Impairment, 
whereas  military  standards  assume  that  the  users  are  healthy 
uniformed  personnel  In  their  mld-twentles. 

Since  the  military  mask  did  not  meet  NIOSH  standards  and 
therefore  could  not  be  NIOSH  certified,  the  Army  began  testing 
commercially  available  respirators  and  cartridges.   After  the 
current  cartridge  study  Is  completed,  the  necessary  technical 
data  will  be  available  for  the  Army  to  apply  to  NIOSH  for  cer- 
tification of  the  commercial  mask. 

Beyond  these  particular  facts  about  the  Army's  considera- 
tion of  a  waiver,  there  may  be  a  misunderstanding  about  the 
consequences  of  the  present  policy.  Those  who  assume  that  the 
military  mask  Is  better  than  nothing  even  though  It  Is  not 
certified  for  civilian  use  misapprehend  the  Army's  policy  and 
Intentions  regarding  health  and  safety  of  emergency  responders. 
The  unavailability  of  military  masks  because  of  regulatory 
restrictions  does  not  mean  that  civilian  emergency  workers  will 
be  exposed  to  chemical  weapons  agent  that  might  otherwise  be 
avoided  In  case  of  a  release.   Quite  the  contrary.  It  means  that 
CSBPP  guidance  presently  provides  for  civilian  emergency  workers 
to  be  assigned  only  to  emergency  response  activities  that  would 
not  be  expected  to  bring  them  Into  contact  with  chemical  weapons 
agent  at  all.   The  Army  Is  committed  to  providing  civilian 
emergency  workers  the  necessary  level  of  protection  from 
chemical  weapons  agent  and  Its  guidance  will  not  authorize 
unprotected  exposure.   We  owe  our  civilian  emergency  workers 
nothing  leas. 
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UoD's   Chem  Stockpile      1 
Emerg  Preparedness  Pr(4 

FUNDING  FORMULA 


The  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedneee  Program 
(CSEPP)  does  not  use  a  formula  to  allocate  funds  to  eligible 
state  and  local  governments.   CSEPP  Policy  Paper  Number  1,  a 
complete  copy  of  which  follows  this  answer,  states  that  "the 
basic  goal  of  the  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness 
Program  (CSEPP)  is  to  mitigate  the  effects  of  an  accident  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable."  Parameters  that  guide  protective 
strategy  decisions  include  "the  benefit/cost  associated 
with  .  .  .  the  protective  measure"  and  "acceptance  of  the 
strategy  by  the  affected  community." 

Funding  decisions  are  carried  out  in  accordance  with  this 
policy.   In  particular,  the  CSEPP  Planning  Guidance  and 
Standards  provide  criteria  for  determining  whether  a  particular 
request  advances  the  goal  of  maximum  protection.   Thus,  requests 
are  reviewed  against  the  standards  and  guidance,  and  those  that 
meet  these  requirements  are  funded  to  the  extent  they  are  coet- 
beneflcial  and  are  locally  acceptable. 
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fKAnCAl  STOCICWf 


CSEPP  Policy  Paper  Number  1 

DEFINITION  OF  MAXIMUM  PROTECTION 

Public  Law  99-145,  the  Congressiortal  mandate  for  the  Chemical 
Stockpile  Disposal  Program  (CSDP)  includes  a  provision  that  the 
Department  of  Defense  ensure  "maximum  protection  for  the 
environment,  the  general  public,  and  the  personnel  who  are  involved 
in  the  destruction  of  the  lethal  chemical  agents  and  munitions...". 

In  that  regard,  the  basic  goal  of  the  Chemical  Stockpile 
Emergency  Preparedness  Program  (CSEPP)  is  to  mitigate  the  effects 
of  an  accident  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable.  This  goal  can  be 
achieved  in  the  following  ways: 

-  Through  the  establishment  of  comprehensive  emergency 
planning  and  preparedness  programs; 

-  Through  preventive  measures  designed  to  render  the 
stockpile  less  susceptible  to  both  internally  and 
externally  generated  accident  scenarios. 

The  efficacy  of  any  protective  action  strategy  (evacuation, 
normal  shelter,  over-pressurization,  enhanced  shelter,  etc.)  or 
preventive  measures  (fire  retardation,  overpack  containers, 
enhanced  monitoring,  etc.)  must  be  considered  in  light  of  the 
following  parameters: 

The   benefit/cost   associated   with   the   design   and 
implementation  of  the  protective  measure; 

The  acceptance  of  the  strategy  by  the  affected  community. 

Obviously,  the  most  important  objective  of  the  emergency 
preparedness  and  implementation  process  is  the  avoidance  of 
fatalities  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  should  an  accidental 
release  of  chemical  agent  occur.  The  precepts  set  forth  above 
should  serve  as  the  Army/FEMA  guidelines  to  assure  that  the 
objective  is  met  wherever  possible. 


^/^^^iMx^^^^l ' 


Michael  Owen  Dinnis  Kwiatko^ki 

Principal   Deputy  Assist-  Assistant  Associate  Director 

ant  Secretary  of   the  Army  Office  of  Technological  Hazards 

(Installation,    Logistics,    and  'FEMA 
Environment) 

Date  Date  / 


178 


— 

INSERT  FOR  THE  RECORD                                                                      ^ 

HOUSE 

APPRr?RIATIONS  COMMITTEE 

HOUSE 

ARMED  SERVICE*  COMMITTEE 

X 

HOUSE 

°™E"  Committee   on 
Govt   Operations 

SENATE 

SENATE 

SENATE 

HE/  UNO  OATE 

16  July  1993 

TRANSCRIPT  PAGE  NO. 
136 

LINE  NO. 

3211 

INSERT  n6. 

DoD's  Chem  Stockpile 
Emerg  Preparedness   Pro 

POPULATION  DATA  AND  FUNDING  DECISIONS 


The  criteria  in  CSEPP  Policy  Paper  Nxunber  1  and  the  CSEPP 
Planning  Guidance  and  Standards,  rather  than  a  rigid  funding 
formula,  are  used  to  allocate  funds  among  off-post  jurisdic- 
tions.  The  requested  population  data  is  included  in  the 
following  table;  however,  a  strict  correlation  between  Immediate 
Response  Zone  (IRZ)  population  and  CSEPP  funding  is  not  possible 
because  the  costs  of  such  items  as  communications  systems,  alert 
and  notification  systems,  automated  data  processing  systems,  and 
emergency  operating  centers  are  not  population  dependent; 
rather,  the  system  requirements  are  similar  at  each  location. 

COMPARISON  OF  ESTIMATED  IRZ  POPULATIONS 
AND  CSEPP  FUNDS  ALLOCATED  OFF-POST 


Depot  (State) 

Aberdeen  Proving 

Ground  (MD) 
Anniston  Army  Depot 

(AL) 
Blue  Grass  Army  Depot 

(KY) 
Newport  Army  Ammunition 

Plant  (IN/IL)** 
Pine  Bluff  Arsenal 

(AR) 
Pueblo  Depot  Activity 

(CO) 
Tooele  Army  Depot  (UT) 
Umatilla  Depot  Activity 

(OR/WA) 
Total 


Estimated  IRZ 
Population* 

Total   FY   88-93   Funds 

Allocated  Off  Post 

(millions) 

67,200 

9.336 

83,000 

16.770 

29,400 

8.442 

n           7,300 
69,585 

(9- 

10.82**« 
288-IN;    1.S27-1L) 
13.359 

1,703 

7.831 

1,200 
y        19,900 

279,288 

(10 

8.897 
21.468 
.837-OR;    10.631-WA) 
96.919**** 

•Data  talien  from  site-specific  draft  evacuation  time 
estimates  prepared  by  Oa)c  Ridge  National  Laboratory. 

**The  IRZ  is  entirely  within  Indiana;  Illinois  contains  only 
parts  of  the  Protective  Action  Zone. 

•••Both  Oregon  (Morrow  and  Umatilla  Counties)  and  Washington 
(Benton  County)  are  included  in  the  IRZ. 
••••Figures  contain  rounding  errors. 
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UMATILLA  COUNTY  EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT 

Courlhowe,  216_  S.  E.  4th  •  Pendleton,  Oregon  97801  •  (503)276-7111  X301 

Dennis  Olsoiv  Director 
September  30,    1992 


David  Cafsel 

Oregon  Emergency  Management 
595  Cottage  Street  HE 
Salem,  OR  97310 

Dear  David:  * 

Here  are  my  review  comments  on  the  proposed  FY  93  CSEPP  CCA  (copy 
dated  June  25,  1992).         t 

First,  and  as  I've  expressed  every  year,  we  would  appreciate  being 
involved  in  the  initial  preparation  of  the  CCA,  rather  than  just 
reacting  to  it  after  it's  completed.  I  note  in  the  last  paragraph 
of  page  two  that  you  express  frustration  to  FEMA  that,  "Any  effort 
to  prioritize  individual  items  in  the  request  should,  at  the  very 
least,  involve  the  state  since  we  are  the  ones  that  are  responsible 
for  system  development  and  implementation."  How  do  you  think  we 
"locals"  feel?  We  are  the  ones  that  are  ultimately  responsible  for 
implementation  of  CSEPP.  Yet  we  have  very  little  input  into  the 
development  or  prioritization  of  any  aspect  of  CSEPP. 

In  the  paragraph  numbered  five,  page  two,  you  make  the  statement, 
"Since  the  state  is  closer  to  understanding  the  issue  of 
determining  an  ^adequate'  level  of  staffing,  the  number  of  FTE 
necessary  to  constitute  the  baseline  should  not  be  established 
without  our  involvement."  If  the  state  is  "closer",  then  local 
government  must  be  "closest",  right? 

I  concur  that  a  bl-county  communications  person  will  be  needed 
whenever  the  communications  project  gets  going.  But,  the  local  PIC 
should  have  been  requested  now.  We  specifically  requested  (and  Z 
believe  justified  the  position)  at  our  earlier  meeting  with  you. 
Since  the  communications  package  seems  stalled,  why  not  "trade" 
positions  this  FY,  and  fund  the  PIC  now  and  the  bl-county 
communications  person  next  year? 

We  question  why  there  is  not  a  DCX  scheduled  (EXERCISE,  p.  8). 
CSEPP  exercise  "guidance"  specifically  requires  a  DCX  prior  to  a 
FSX.  Since  the  DCX  we  held  in  August  did  not  "count"  we  feel 
another  should  be  scheduled.  Also,  we  still  protest  the  scheduled 
date  for  the  FSX.   (See  the  Board's  letter  of  July  17,  1992). 
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Letter  to  David  Cassel 
September  30,  1992 
Page  2 


Vlhy  is  Umatilla  County  EOC  not  listed  on  page  14?  We  appreciate 
the  pressurization  statement  on  that  same  page. 

Dave,  although  this  letter  expresses  local  concerns,  we  realize 
that  this  particular  document  relates  specifically  to  OEM  and  FEMA 
and  must  be  viewed  as  such.  We  also  realise  the  frustrations  you 
face  in  dealing  with  national  standards,  etc.  However,  anything 
you  can  do  to  keep  us  locals  involved  in  planning,  budgeting, 
prioritizing,  etc.,  will  be  much  appreciated,  and  will  go  a  long 
way  in  strengthening  our  working  relationship. 

Finally,  with  a  new,  eager,  and  energetic  Umatilla  County  CSEPP 
Coordinator  soon  to  be  on  board,  I  look  forward  to  a  whole  lot  of 
progress  in  CSEPP  during  the  next  fiscal  year  ...  if  the  spirit 
of  state  and  local  coordination  and  cooperation  remains  strong. 

Sincerely, 


Dennis  A.  Olson 

Emergency  Management  Director 


DAO:vt 

cc:  Board  of  Commissioners 

Pete  Wells,  PIG 

Casey  Beardv^ 

Lynn  Morice 
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NATIONAL  CSEPP  BENCHMARKS 

1.  The  composition  and  scope  of  each  of  the  following  systems 
will  be  governed  by  the  principle  of  "functional  equivalency," 
i.e.  it  is  not  necessary  to  provide  every  jurisdiction  with 
identical  assets,  as  long  as  their  basic  emergency  management 
capabilities  meet  CSEPP  standards. 

2.  In  accordance  with  CSEPP  standards,  systems  established  as 
follows: 

a.  Functioning  Alert  &  Notification  (A&N)  system  for 
installation,  IRZ  and  transition  zone. 

b.  Fxinctioning  EOC  for  each  installation  and  IRZ  county. 

c.  Functioning  communications  system  for  IRZ,  installation 
and  for  between  EOCs/Military  Installation/Jic/State. 

d.  Functioning  automated  data  processing  (ADP)  system 
connecting  critical  installation  facilities/on-post 
EOC/Off  post  EOC/JlC/State  EOC. 

3.  Training  programs  which  are  consistent  with  FEMA  State 
Training  Plan  (for  off -post  jurisdictions)  and  Army 
certification  requirements  (for  on-post  installations),  and 
maintain  proficiency  of  emergency  services 
providers/responders  and  CSEPP  staff,  as  defined  and  measured 
by  CSEPP  standards. 

4.  Exercise  program  which  is  consistent  with  Joint  steering 
Committee-approved  exercise  policy. 

5.  A  community  involvement  program  for  public  information  and 
education. 

6.  Personnel,  such  as  CSEPP  coordinators,  public 
information/public  affairs  officers,  planners,  ADP 
specialists,  to  support  CSEPP  activities  on  the  installation, 
in  the  State  and  IRZ  counties. 

7.  Coordinated  plans  in  conformance  with  established  CSEPP 
guidance  for  each  installation.  State,  IRZ  county,  and  PAZ 
county,  which  are  to  be  updated  as  CSEPP  standards  are  revised 
or  the  jurisdictions'  circumstances  change. 
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Priority  1:  Items  that  fulfill  benchnarks  and  conform  to  standards. 

Priority  2:  Items  that  contribute  to  benchmarks,  but  are  not 
essential  or  exceed  standards. 

Priority  3:  Items  that  are  not  essential  in  the  context  of 
preceding  benchmarks  but  because  of  their  acceptability  within  the 
CSEPP  community  would  enhance  response  capability. 


Michael  W.  Owen       '"        ^^     Craig  S^Wingo      0 


Acting  Assistant  Assistant  Associate  Director 

Secretary  of  the  Army  Office  of  Technological 

(Installations,  Logistics,  and     Hazards 
Environment)  FEMA 
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Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 


Washington,  D.C.  20472 


PREFACE 


This  report  presents  the  results  of  our  audit  of  FEMA's  Management  of  the  Chemical 
Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program.   The  report  contains  recommendations  for 
corrective  action.    Accordingly,  it  is  being  sent  to  the  Associate  Director,  State  and  Local 
Programs  and  Support  Directorate  for  implementation. 

The  Office  of  Audits,  Office  of  Inspector  General,  prepared  this  report.   Questions  may  be 
addressed  to  Richard  L.  Skinner,  Assistant  Inspector  General  for  Audits  on  (202)  646-3911. 


1/ 


Russell  F.  Miller 
Inspector  General 
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REVIEW  OF  THE  CHEMICAL  STOCKPILE 
EMERGENCY  PREPAREDNESS  PROGRAM 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


The  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program  (CSEPP)  was  authorized  by  the 
Defense  Authorization  Act  of  1986  and  established  by  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
between  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA)  and  the  United  States  Army. 
The  primary  objective  of  CSEPP  is  to  upgrade  emergency  preparedness  around  eight 
chemical  weapons  stockpiles  that  will  be  destroyed. 

FEMA  is  responsible  for  overseeing  the  design  and  implementation  of  emergency 
preparedness  procedures  for  the  communities  surrounding  the  chemical  stockpiles.    Because 
the  Army  provides  CSEPP  funds  and  determines  the  adequacy  of  civilian  emergency 
preparedness,  FEMA  must  report  to  the  Army  on  the  communities'  emergency  capabilities. 

The  CSEPP  reporting  system  is  used  by  FEMA  regions  and  State  governments  to  report  the 
status  of  the  communities'  emergency  preparedness.    Reports  are  often  inaccurate, 
inconsistent,  and  untimely.   As  a  result,  CSEPP  managers  at  FEMA  Headquarters  do  not  get 
the  information  they  need  for  oversight  and  progress  assessments.    In  addition,  the  reporting 
system  does  not  provide  the  Army  with  information  to  determine  if  funds  are  spent 
effectively. 
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To  improve  the  management  reporting  system  for  CSEPP,  we  are  recommending  that: 

o  An  official  in  the  Office  of  Technological  Hazards  be  responsible  for 

monitoring  the  Computerized  Activities-Results  List  (CARL)  reports  for 
CSEPP.  This  should  help  improve  their  accuracy,  consistency,  and  timeliness. 

o  FEMA  provide  the  report  requested  by  the  Army.    It  can  be  given  its  own 

CARL  code  and  included  in  a  narrative  portion  of  the  CARL  report.   This 
change  should  satisfy  the  management  information  needs  of  the  Army. 

0  The  State  Profile  report  be  replaced  with  the  Army  report.   The  State  Profile 

report  does  not  serve  its  purpose,  and  creates  an  additional  reporting  burden 
on  regional  CSEPP  managers  and  some  States. 


SLPS  Comments 


SLPS  does  not  agree  that  there  are  significant  problems  with  the  current  CCA  reporting 
process  for  CSEPP.    However,  they  agreed  to  implement  all  of  our  recommendations. 
SLPS'  comments  are  included  in  Appendix  II. 


0/G  Comments 


The  conditions  disclosed  during  our  audit  clearly  demonstrated  that  there  are  significant 
problems  in  the  CCA  reporting  process  for  CSEPP.   These  problems  were  the  basis  for  our 
recommendations. 

We  concur  with  the  actions  taken  and  planned  by  SLPS  on  our  recommendations. 
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BACKGROUND 


In  1985,  Congress  directed  the  Department  of  Defense,  in  Public  Law  99-145,  to  destroy 
obsolete  chemical  weapons  stored  at  eight  Army  depots.     The  law  also  directed  the 
Department  of  the  Army  to  provide  maximum  protection  to  the  general  public  and  the 
environment  while  disposing  of  the  weapons.  Because  the  Federal  Emergency  Management 
Agency  (FEMA)  is  responsible  for  working  with  State  and  local  governments  to  develop  and 
implement  emergency  preparedness  programs,  the  Army  contacted  FEMA  for  advice  and 
assistance. 

The  Army  and  FEMA  established  the  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program 

(CSEPP)  by  a  Memorandum  Of  Understanding  (MOU)  dated  August  3,  1988.   The  MOU 

identifies  the  roles  and  responsibilities  of  FEMA  and  the  Army.   CSEPP's  purpose  is  to 

expand  and  improve  emergency  preparedness  and  community  response  capability  at  and 

around  eight  chemical  storage  depots.    Because  some  of  tiie  depots  are  near  State  borders, 

destruction  of  chemical  weapons  at  the  depots  could  affect  communities  in  ten  States. 

/ 
/ 

One  of  FEMA's  responsibilities  is  to  serve  as  a  conduit  for  Army  funds  to  State  and  local 
governments  to  execute  the  CSEPP.   FEMA  provides  these  funds  through  Comprehensive 
Cooperative  Agreements  (CCAs)  negotiated  with  the  States.   CCAs  are  the  vehicle  FEMA 
most  often  uses  for  programs  that  provide  funds  to  State  and  local  governments.  The  CCAs 
stipulate  the  technical  assistance  to  be  provided  by  FEMA  and  the  work  to  be  accomplished 
by  the  States.   They  also  require  reporting  of  program  status  and  expenditures  to  the 
appropriate  FEMA  regional  office.   This  is  done  through  an  established  CCA  reporting 
system. 

CSEPP  is  a  large  program.    Its  total  cost  is  expected  to  be  about  $400  million  through  1998. 
For  fiscal  years  1989  through  1992,  the  Army  allocated  $36.4  million  for  State  and  local 
governments  (see  Appendix  I).   It  is  also  a  highly  publicized  and  controversial  program 
because  of  public  concern  about  the  safety  of  chemical  weapons  destruction  and  persistent 
media  attention. 


CSEPP  Reporting 


Reporting  on  CSEPP  is  part  of  a  performance  management  system  established  for  all  FEMA 
Comprehensive  Cooperative  Agreements.   There  is  one  additional  report  designed 
specifically  for  CSEPP.   The  CCA  reporting  system  has  three  reports  --  the  Computerized 
Activities-Results  List  (CARL),  the  Financial  Status  Report,  and  the  Cash  Transaction 
Report.   Several  other  reports  were  added  to  the  CCA  by  users  who  need  data  on  specific 
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areas  (e.g.,  the  radiological  hazards  data  base),  but  these  do  not  apply  to  CSEPP  and  are  not 
discussed  in  this  report. 

The  CARL  is  used  for  all  FEMA  programs  administered  by  CCAs.   It  is  the  primary 
performance  management  tool.   It  consists  of  codes  to  track  States'  performance  in  meeting 
CSEPP  objectives.    Each  code  represents  an  activity  to  accomplish,  such  as  preparing 
training  manuals.   The  CARL  activity  codes  for  CSEPP  relate  to  the  program's  seven 
functional  areas:    Planning,  Exercise,  Training,  Facilities  and  Equipment,  Public  Affairs, 
Technical  Assistance,  and  Administration.   CSEPP  managers  at  FEMA  regions  told  us  that 
the  original  activity  codes  were  not  very  useful.   They  have  been  working  with  Headquarters 
over  the  past  few  years  to  better  tailor  the  codes  to  CSEPP.   This  has  increased  the  number 
of  CARL  codes  from  46  in  fiscal  year  1991  to  72  in  fiscal  year  1993.   Each  State  reports 
quarterly  to  FEMA  regional  offices,  which  review  and  send  reports  to  Headquarters.    CARL 
is  intended  to  track  progress  toward  program  goals  and  objectives,  and  is  not  a  financial 
reporting  system. 

Financial  reporting  for  CCAs  is  done  in  two  reports.    The  Financial  Status  Report  is  a 
quarterly  report  of  outlays  ^d  unliquidated  balances  for  each  State.   The  Cash  Transactions 
Report  is  a  quarterly  report  of  cash  disbursements  and  cash  on  hand  for  each  State.   Both 
track  funds  passed  from  FEMA  to  the  States  and  matching  funds  provided  by  the  States. 

CSEPP  program  managers  at  FEMA  Headquarters  created  an  additional  report,  the  State 
Profile,  because  the  existing  CCA  reports  did  not  meet  their  needs.   The  State  Profile 
provides  a  short  summary  of  CSEPP  funding  and  progress  for  each  State.   It  is  prepared 
monthly  by  FEMA  regions  for  each  CSEPP  State  and  Headquarters. 


Army  Reporting  Requirements 


FEMA  reports  to  the  Army  on  the  progress  of  the  CSEPP  States  and  counties.   The  Army's 
reporting  requirements  have  been  an  ongoing  and  unresolved  topic  of  controversy  between 
FEMA  and  the  Army  for  some  time.  The  Army  has  repeatedly  complained  about  providing 
large  sums  of  money  without  an  accounting  of  how  the  funds  achieve  the  program's  goals. 

In  February  of  1989,  the  Army  requested  that  CSEPP  officials  provide  a  quarterly  resource 
utilization  plan  and  a  quarterly  financial  status  and  performance  report  to  track  the  program. 
The  Army  also  suggested  a  format.   FEMA  failed  to  respond  to  the  request.    In  a  January 
1991  follow-up  memo,  the  Army  requested  a  review  of  the  program's  reporting 
requirements.    FEMA  never  formally  responded  to  that  request  either. 

As  a  result  of  FEMA's  failure  to  respond,  the  Army  submitted  a  quarterly  reporting  format 
to  FEMA  for  comment  in  March  1992.   CSEPP  officials  forwarded  the  draft  format  to  the 
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regions  and  requested  that  it  also  be  forwarded  to  the  States  in  their  jurisdictions.   The 
regions  and  States  agreed  that  the  Army  reporting  format  would  be  an  easier  alternative,  but 
as  an  additional  report  (along  with  the  State  Profiles,  the  financial  reports  and  the  CARL 
quarterly  reports),  it  would  be  excessive  and  redundant.    Region  and  state  officials  said 
preparation  of  the  report  would  require  too  much  additional  time,  and  they  are  already 
overburdened  with  reports. 


PURPOSE  AND  SCOPE 


We  conducted  this  audit  at  the  request  of  the  Associate  Director,  State  and  Local  Programs 
and  Support  Directorate,  FEMA,  to  identify  any  weaknesses. 

We  reviewed  the  management  reporting  systems  used  by  FEMA  to  track  and  report 
expenditures  and  program  progress.   The  audit  was  conducted  at  FEMA  headquarters  and 
Regions  III,  IV,  V,  VI,  VIII,  and  X.    We  interviewed  program  officials  and  examined 
financial  and  management  records  at  each  site  visited.   We  conducted  our  fieldwork  during 
the  period  June  -  August  1992. 

We  performed  the  audit  under  the  authority  of  the  Inspector  General  Act  of  1978,  as 
amended,  and  according  to  generally  accepted  government  auditing  standards. 


FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


CSEPP  reporting  does  not  meet  the  needs  of  FEMA  or  Army  CSEPP  managers.    Current 
CSEPP  reports  are  frequently  inaccurate,  inconsistent,  and  untimely.   As  a  result,  CSEPP 
managers  at  FEMA  Headquarters  do  not  get  the  information  needed  for  oversight  and 
progress  assessments.    In  addition,  the  reports  produced  by  the  CCA  reporting  structure  do 
not  provide  information  the  Army  needs  to  assure  that  funds  are  used  effectively. 

This  report  addresses  the  utility  of  two  CSEPP  reports,  the  CARL  and  the  State  Profile.   It 
explains  why  each  report  falls  short  of  meeting  the  reporting  needs  of  both  FEMA  and  Army 
managers,  and  recommends  possible  solutions. 
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The  CARL  is  Inaccurate.  Inconsistent,  and  Untimely 


The  CSEPP  program  requires  States  to  provide  a  detailed  description  of  work  performed 
and,  when  appropriate,  related  expenditures.   This  information  is  organized  by  CARL 
activity  code  and  included  in  the  quarterly  CARL  report.    However,  reporting  by  the  States 
is  often  inaccurate,  inconsistent,  and  untimely.   Therefore,  CARL  reports  do  not  provide 
reliable  information,  and  CSEPP  managers  do  not  have  the  information  needed  to  effectively 
manage  the  program. 

We  reviewed  all  CARL  reports  for  fiscal  years  1990  and  1991  from  the  ten  States  in  the 
CSEPP.   Seven  of  the  ten  States  did  not  submit  reports  each  quarter  as  required.    Half  of  the 
States  did  not  always  report  CSEPP  program  expenditures.    Even  when  States  did  report 
expenditures,  they  never  linked  them  to  CARL  codes  to  identify  how  the  funds  were  used. 
Also,  three  States  did  not  always  report  expenditures  in  the  quarter  in  which  they  occurred. 
Most  of  the  States  included  CARL  codes  that  were  not  approved  by  headquarters  and  thus 
meaningless  to  anyone  outside  the  region.   Following  are  some  specific  examples. 

Seven  of  the  CSEPP  States  did  not  always  provide  a  quarterly  report.   Two 
States  did  not  provide  a  quarterly  report  at  all  during  fiscal  year  1990.   Four 
States  did  not  provide  a  quarterly  report  for  two  consecutive  quarters  in  fiscal 
year  1991,  and  one  State  missed  a  quarter  in  fiscal  year  1991. 

Five  of  the  States  reported  program  information  but  not  expenditures  for  all 
the  quarters.    At  least  one  State  reported  budget  amounts  rather  than  actual 
expenditures. 

Three  States  reported  expenditures  for  quarters  other  than  the  quarter  covered 
by  the  report-    One  State  reported  expenditures  for  two  quarters  concurrently. 
Another  reported  expenditures  for  three  prior  quarters  at  the  end  of  the  first 
quarter  in  1990.  The  third  State  reported  expenditures  for  fiscal  year  1990  in 
the  first  and  second  quarters  of  fiscal  year  1991. 

At  least  eight  States  used  CARL  codes  not  approved  and  defined  in  the  CCA 
Annual  Program  Requirements. 

The  report's  design  contributes  to  the  ineffectiveness  of  CARL  for  the  CSEPP  program. 
CARL  is  designed  to  report  quantitative  accomplishments.    Each  activity  code  has  a  box  with 
blocks  for  each  quarter  of  the  year.   The  blocks  are  to  be  filled  in  with  numbers  to  signify 
completion  of  tasks,  but  the  CSEPP  program  does  not  lend  itself  to  that  type  of  quantifiable 
reporting.    Many  of  the  activities  are  not  quantifiable  or  product  related  (e.g.,  continually 
evaluating  plans  and  maintaining  records),  so  the  numerical  boxes  are  meaningless.   There  is 
a  narrative  field  below  the  numerical  boxes  on  the  CARL  form  for  descriptions  of  progress 
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on  each  of  the  activities.    However,  that  narrative  is  often  filled  with  details  of  program 
activities  that  do  not  tell  the  reader  what  significant  progress  is  being  made.   The  result  is  a 
lengthy  report  of  activities  rather  than  a  concise  summary  of  progress. 

We  discussed  the  value  of  the  CARL  report  with  CSEPP  managers  at  the  six  CSEPP  regions, 
and  got  mixed  opinions.    All  the  managers  recognized  problems  with  the  CARL  reporting 
system.    Some  felt  that,  in  spite  of  its  problems,  CARL  is  useful  in  tracking  and  managing 
state  and  local  activities.   Two  regional  CSEPP  managers  told  us  that  CARL  was  made 
useful  by  working  with  the  States  to  get  them  to  provide  the  necessary  information.   One 
manager  changed  the  format,  and  eliminated  the  numerical  boxes,  to  make  the  report  more 
meaningful.    At  least  two  regions  added  more  useful  activity  codes.    Other  regional  CSEPP 
managers  see  little  value  in  CARL.   They  said  they  get  the  information  they  need  for 
managing  the  program  through  daily  contact  with  state  CSEPP  managers,  review  of  relevant 
documents,  and  frequent  meetings  with  state  CSEPP  officials. 

We  also  discussed  CARL  with  CSEPP  managers  at  Headquarters.   They  said  CARL  provides 
too  much  detail  to  be  of  much  value  in  overseeing  the  CSEPP  program.   They  also  said  that 
CARL  does  not  provide  good  financial  oversight.   They  suggested  one  reason  for  the 
problems  might  be  the  preparation  of  some  quarterly  reports  by  personnel  unfamiliar  with  the 
CARL  system.    A  CSEPP  program  official  speculated  that  some  regional  personnel  prepare 
quarterly  reports  without  assessing  the  States'  performance  or  knowing  of  actual 
expenditures. 

CCA  managers  told  us  about  numerous  system-related  problems  and  deficiencies  in  the 
automated  CARL  system.   Last  year  they  contracted  with  Advanced  Automation  Concepts  to 
review  technical  problems.   The  contractor  found  two  main  sources  of  problems:  (1)  users' 
lack  of  knowledge  of  the  system;  and,  (2)  critical  rules  of  operation  missing  from  the  system 
design.   Those  findings  might  account  for  some  of  the  errors  we  found  in  CARL  reports,  and 
for  the  frequent  complaint  by  CSEPP  officials  that  the  system  is  not  "user  friendly".   CCA 
managers  plan  to  implement  most  of  the  contractor's  recommendations. 

Despite  CARL's  deficiencies  as  a  CSEPP  reporting  system,  it  is  important  to  recognize  that 
it  is  a  standardized  reporting  system  for  all  the  CCA  programs,  and  that  it  may  function 
much  better  for  some  programs  than  for  others.   Also,  FEMA  officials  say  a  standardized 
reporting  system  is  important  to  the  state  and  local  governments  because  it  simplifies  the 
preparation  of  reports  on  the  CCA  programs.    For  those  reasons,  our  recommendations  are 
directed  at  improving  CSEPP  reporting  within  the  existing,  standardized  CCA  reporting 
structure.    We  plan  to  conduct  a  complete  review  of  the  CCA  reporting  system  in  the  future. 
That  audit  will  include  a  comprehensive  assessment  of  CARL's  effectiveness  for  all  CCA 
programs. 
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The  CARL  Does  Not  Meet  The  Army's  Information  Needs 


The  CARL  does  not  provide  the  kind  of  information  the  Army  needs.   According  to  Army 
officials,  it  includes  too  much  detail  on  program  activities  and  too  little  summary  information 
on  the  progress  and  cost  of  the  program.   Army  officials  acknowledge  that,  while  some  of 
the  information  they  need  is  included,  the  CARL  reports  are  too  voluminous  to  extract  the 
needed  information  within  a  reasonable  amount  of  time. 

The  Army  requested  fiscal  data  summarized  quarterly  by  county,  state,  and  FEMA  region  to 
include  obligations  for  personnel,  travel,  procurement,  other  contracts,  and  other  obligations. 
Major  contracts  are  to  be  identified  with  corresponding  financial  obligations.   Furthermore, 
program  activity  is  to  include  brief  summaries  of  significant  activities  in  six  general  areas; 
program  management,  planning,  training,  exercises,  public  affairs,  and  automation.   Each 
State  report  should  total  fewer  than  five  pages. 

We  discussed  the  Army's  reporting  requirements  with  CSEPP  managers  at  FEMA 
Headquarters  and  the  regions.   Most  agreed  that  the  information  the  Army  needs  would  help 
them  manage  CSEPP  and  document  the  progress  of  States  and  counties.   CCA  managers  told 
us  the  Army's  report  could  be  added  to  a  six  page  narrative  memo  field  already  in  CARL  but 
not  being  used.   The  report  could  be  designated  by  a  separate  CARL  activity  code. 

CSEPP  managers  told  us,  however,  that  the  Army's  requirement  to  receive  the  report  within 
45  days  of  the  end  of  the  quarter  does  not  give  them  enough  time  to  prepare  and  review  the 
report.   They  also  believe  that  some  elements  of  the  Army's  report  format  are  too  detailed 
and  difficult  to  obtain.   They  suggested  that  the  Army  be  willing  to  compromise  on  the  exact 
content  of  the  report  and  on  the  45-day  time  requirement. 

The  States  are  generally  opposed  to  preparing  a  separate  report  for  the  Army  because  it 
would  increase  the  time  spent  preparing  reports.   They  agreed  that  the  report  would  not  be  as 
difficult  to  prepare  as  the  CARL,  but  say  they  are  already  overburdened  with  reporting 
requirements. 


The  State  Profile  is  Inconsistent  and  of  Questionable 
Value 


The  State  Profile  is  a  short  monthly  report  on  the  significant  programmatic  and  political 
developments  in  each  CSEPP  State.    It  does  not,  however,  meet  the  information  needs  of 
CSEPP  managers.    The  reports  are  often  late,  and  the  information  is  inconsistent. 
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Although  the  CARL  System  is  supposed  to  be  the  primary  management  information  tool  for 
CCA  funded  programs,  Headquarters  CSEPP  program  officials  directed  the  regions  to 
prepare  the  State  Profiles  as  an  additional  report  for  CSEPP.  They  told  us  that  the  CARL 
quarterly  report  does  not  have  enough  qualitative  information  on  communities  progress  to 
allow  monitoring  of  program  progress.    Furthermore,  program  officials  complained  that  the 
voluminous  CARL  reports  make  it  extremely  difficult  to  extract  pertinent  information. 

There  is  little  guidance  on  what  specific  information  should  be  included  in  the  State  Profile 
reports.    For  example: 

o  the  formats  are  inconsistent  and  the  type  of  information  varies  widely, 

o  some  are  very  detailed  and  provide  four  pages  of  information,  including 

financial,  while  others  are  less  than  one  page, 

o  some  reports  cover  several  months  instead  of  a  single  month,  and 

o  regions  are  often  late  submitting  the  reports,  sometimes  by  more  than  four 

months. 

We  discussed  the  value  of  the  report  with  CSEPP  managers  from  Headquarters  and  the 
regions.    Headquarters  managers  said  they  are  not  useful  because  they  are  inconsistent  and 
frequently  late.    Most  regional  CSEPP  managers  felt  that  the  State  Profile  does  not  add  to  the 
information  needed  to  manage  the  program.   Because  they  manage  through  daily  contact  with 
the  States,  the  report  is  unnecessary.    Some  said,  however,  that  it  is  a  useful  tool  for 
recording  the  progress  of  the  program  and  for  informing  higher-level  regional  managers. 


Financial  Reporting  Does  Not  Track  the  Use  of  Funds 


The  two  financial  reports  in  the  CCA  reporting  system  do  not  meet  the  financial  reporting 
needs  of  FEMA  CSEPP  managers  or  the  Army.   They  monitor  allocation  of  funds  to  States 
and  identify  surplus  funds.   They  do  not  track  the  use  of  funds. 

The  Financial  Status  Report  tracks  total  program  outlays  and  identifies  the  Federal  and  State 
portions.    It  also  identifies  unliquidated  obligations.   The  Federal  Cash  Transactions  Report 
tracks  Federal  funds  received  by  the  States,  gross  disbursements,  and  cash  on  hand.   The 
purpose  of  both  of  these  reports  is  to  track  total  funds  used  by  a  program.   They  do  not 
provide  the  kind  of  fiscal  information  a  program  manager  needs  to  monitor  a  program's 
progress.    They  do  not  repon  how  the  funds  are  used  to  accomplish  program  objectives  and 
do  not  relate  the  funds  to  program  activities. 
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The  Army  wants  summary  information  on  the  funds  they  provide  to  include  salaries,  travel, 
major  procurements,  other  contracts,  and  total  of  all  other  obligations.   Most  CSEPP 
program  managers  at  Headquarters  and  the  regions  told  us  that  such  reporting  would  also 
help  them  monitor  program  activities. 


Conclusion  and  Recommendations 

There  are  significant  problems  with  the  current  reporting  process  for  CSEPP.   One  solution 
would  be  to  take  CSEPP  out  of  the  CCA  reporting  process  and  design  a  new  reporting 
system  to  satisfy  the  management  needs  of  FEMA  and  the  Army.   However,  because  of  the 
existing  reporting  system's  relationship  to  FEMA's  other  18  programs  that  fund  the  States, 
this  option  may  not  be  feasible,  at  least  not  until  the  entire  process  can  be  evaluated.     A 
more  viable  option  would  be  simply  to  amend  CARL  for  CSEPP  to  accommodate  the 
management  needs  of  the  Army  as  well  as  FEMA,  and  at  the  same  time,  provide  stronger 
oversight  of  the  problems  with  data  reported  by  CARL.   This  should  give  the  Army  and 
FEMA  the  information  necessary  to  effectively  manage  the  program  -  at  least  for  the  short 
term.   luwking  ahead,  however,  a  thorough  evaluation  of  the  management  reporting  process 
for  all  CCA  programs  is  needed.   We  intend  to  do  this. 

We  recommend  that  the  Associate  Director,  State  and  Local  Programs  and  Support 
Directorate,  take  the  following  actions: 

Make  an  official  in  the  Office  of  Technological  Hazards  responsible  for 
monitoring  the  CARL  reports  for  CSEPP  and  correcting  problems. 

Incorporate  the  Army's  reporting  requirements  into  the  CARL  report  by 
assigning  a  separate  CARL  code  and  adding  a  narrative  field  large  enough  to 
accommodate  it. 

Eliminate  the  State  Profile  report  and  let  the  Army  report  take  its  place. 
SLPS  Comments 


SLPS  does  not  agree  that  there  are  significant  problems  with  the  current  CCA  reporting 
process  for  CSEPP.    However,  they  agreed  to  implement  all  our  recommendations.    SLPS 
has  met  with  representatives  of  the  Army  to  develop  an  improved  reporting  format. 
Specifically,  SLPS  will  use  CARL,  but  the  number  of  reporting  codes  will  be  reduced  and 
accomplishments  will  be  identified  in  the  activities  field.    Further,  an  action  officer  will  be 
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appointed  to  monitor  reporting  under  CARL.   Though  not  mentioned  in  its  comments,  SLPS 
officials  told  us  that  the  State  Profile  report  has  been  eliminated. 


OIG  Comments 


We  concur  with  SLPS'  actions  on  our  recommendations.    Our  conclusion  that  there  are 
significant  problems  with  the  CCA  reporting  process  for  CSEPP  is  based  on  facts  obtained 
during  our  audit.   The  CARL  report  for  CSEPP  is  inaccurate,  inconsistent,  and  untimely. 
Also,  the  report  is  not  meeting  the  Army's  information  needs,  and  the  financial  reports  do 
not  track  how  funds  are  being  used  to  accomplish  program  objectives.    In  our  opinion,  the 
foregoing  demonstrates  that  there  are  significant  problems  in  the  current  CCA  reporting 
process  for  CSEPP. 
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APPENDIX  I:    CHEMICAL  STOCKPILE  LOCATIONS  AND 
STATE  CSEPP  BUDGETS 


CHEMICAL  WEAPONS  STATES  FY  1989-92 

STORAGE  SITES  AFFECTED  FUNDING 

Aberdeen 
Anniston 
Bluegrass 
Newport 

Pine  Bluff 
Pueblo 
Tooele 
Umatilla 


Maryland 

$1,910,071 

Alabama 

8,233,063 

Kentucky 

3,504,880 

Indiana 

2,185,011 

Illinois 

718,849 

Arkansas 

7,582,051 

Colorado 

4,992,420 

Utah 

3,899,356 

Oregon 

2,006,361 

Washington 

1.382.332 

TOTAL  $36.414.394 
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APPENDIX  II: 


SLPS  RESPONSE  TO  THE 
DRAFT  REPORT 


Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 

Washington.  D.C.  20472 
J/^i  d  :i  IS9Q 


MEMORANDUM  FOR: 


FROM: 


Russell  F.  Miller 
Inspector  General 


SUBJECT : 


Richard  w.  Ktlran 

Deputy  Associate  Director 

State  and  Local  Prograns  and  Support 

Audit  of  FEMA's  Management  of  the  Chemical 
Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program 


My  comments  on  the  draft  "Audit  of  FEMA's  Management  of  the 
Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Prograa"  are  as 
follows: 

I  do  not  agree  with  your  conclusions  that  there  are 
significant  problems  with  the  current  CCA  reporting  process 
for  CSEPP.   However,  in  order  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  Army, 
i.e.,  more  detail  with  quantitative  explanations  for  various 
activities,  the  Chemical  Preparedness  Division  conducted  a 
meeting  on  Septenber  25,  1992,  with  representatives  of  the 
CSEPP  States,  TZH.K   Regions  and  the  Army  to  develop  an 
improved  format. 

This  meeting  produced  an  agreement  among  all  participants 
that  the  Computerized  Activity  Results  List  would  remain  the 
basic  reporting  mechanism.  Additionally,  the  number  of  CARL 
codes  would  be  reduced  and  quantitative  accomplishments 
identified  in  the  activities  field. 

The  States  are  responsible  for  timely  reporting.   Further, 
we  will  have  an  action  officer  in  the  Office  of 
Technological  Hazards  responsible  for  monitoring  the  CARL 
reporting  for  CSZPP,  as  recommended  in  the  draft  report. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  report.   If 
you  have  further  questions  concerning  this  matter,  please  contact 
Kyle  Blackman,  Chief,  Chemical  Stockpile  Preparedness  Branch,J^t 
X2S76.  -n 

n 

Attachment  i 
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FedergJ  Emergency  Management  Agency 

Washington,  D.C.  20472 


September  30,  1993 


MEMORANDUM  FOR:     Craig  Wingo 

Assistant  Associate  Director 
Office  of  Technological  Hazards 

FROM:  /'Richard  L.  Skinner 

Assistant  Inspector  General  for  Audit 

SUBJECT:  Audit  of  FEHA's  Management  of  the  Chemical 

Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program 
{H-05-93,  February  1993) 

This  is  to  advise  you  that  we  have  reviewed  the  actions  tcUcen  by 
your  office  to  implement  the  recommendations  contained  in  the 
subject  audit  report. 

We  concluded  that  all  of  the  problems  identified  in  our  report  have 
been  corrected.  Accordingly,  we  consider  the  report  closed. 
Should  you  have  any  questions,  please  call  me.  We  appreciate  the 
cooperation  extended  by  your  staff  diiring  this  audit. 

cc:  Alfred  Richmond 

Assistant  Audit  Follow-up  Official 


201 


CSEPP  Policy  Paper  Number  5 


COUNTY  PUBLIC  INFORMATION  OFFICERS  FOR  CSEPP 


The  purpose  of  this  document  is  to  establish  a  policy  regarding 
CSEPP-funded  Public  Information  Officers  (PIO)  for  the  counties 
participating  in  the  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness 
Program  (CSEPP). 

In  the  past,  «11 rgRPP-f unded  PTOb  wora  At  t-ho  SfrwfrA  T «tv^1  .   A 

number  of  States  have  asserted  that  CSEPP  public  affairs 
activities  are  too  numerous  to  be  handled  by  a  PIO  at  the  State 
level.   Therefore,  an  Immediate  Response  Zone  (IRZ)  county 
wishing  to  hire  a  CSEPP^funded  county  PTQ  nay  do  bo.   At  this 
time,  requests  for  CSEPP-fundod  c:mint-y   PTOr  In  Protective  Action 

Zone  (PAZ)  counties  will  not  be  considered. 

Michael  W.  Owen  Ocnnis  H.  Kwia)ncowski 

Prlncinal  Deoutiv  Assist-  (Assistant  Associate  Director 


Principal  Deputy  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  the  Army 
(Installation,  Logistics,  and 


Assistant  Associate  Director 
Office  of  Technological 
Hazards  FEMA 


/2Ay» 


>tf/^;^- 


(date) 
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DEPARTMENT  OH  HEALTH  &  HUMAN  SERVICES  Public  Health  Service 


Centers  tor  Disease  Control 

and  Prevention  (CDC) 
Atlanta  GA  30333 


JUL  15  1993 


The  Honorable  Mike  Synar 
House  of  Representatives 
Chairman,  Environment,  Energy  and 

Natural  Resources  Subcommittee 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 
Washington,  D.C.   20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  regarding  the  Chemical  Stockpile 
Emergency  Preparedness  (CSEP)  Program. 

The  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  (HHS)  has  no 
statutory  responsibilities  regarding  continued  storage  of  the 
chemical  munitions  stockpile.   Public  Law  91-121,  as  amended  by 
Public  Law  91-441,  requires  HHS  to  protect  public  health  and 
safety  during  chemical  weapons  transportation,  open  air  testing, 
and  disposal. 

Public  Law  99-145  requires  destruction  of  the  entire  U.S. 
stockpile  of  unitary  chemical  weapons.   At  the  request  of  the 
Department  of  the  Army,  we  attended  scoping  meetings  and  public 
hearings  on  the  Draft  Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  Chemical  Stockpile  Disposal  Program. 

Citizens  clearly  stated  that  their  communities  needed  additional 
preparations  in  order  to  respond  in  the  unlikely  event  of  a  major 
release  of  agent.   The  fact  that  such  preparations  could  be  made 
for  the  communities  near  the  eight  storage  locations  with 
chemical  weapons  but  not  for  all  the  many  communities  along  the 
transportation  corridor  led  us  to  recommend  the  on-site  disposal 
option  at  hearings  of  the  House  Armed  Services  Subcommittee  on 
Investigations  in  Richmond,  Kentucky,  on  July  26,  1986. 

Concerns  about  the  risks  in  the  storage  phase  began  at  that  time. 
Again,  at  the  request  of  the  Army,  we  agreed  to  participate  in 
community  preparedness  by  providing  training  for  medical 
personnel.   Funding  to  fulfill  this  request  came  directly  from 
the  Army  and  not  through  CSEP. 
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Enclosed  are  answers  to  your  specific  questions  in  the  order  in 
which  you  raised  them. 

A  copy  of  this  response  is  being  sent  also  to  the  Honorable  J. 
Dennis  Hastert,  the  Ranking  Minority  Member. 


Sincerely 


Waoter  R.  DowcHe,  Ph.D. 
Acting  Director 


Enclosure 
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RESPONSES  BY  THE 

CENTERS  FOR  DISEASE  CONTROL  AND  PREVENTION  (CDC) 

TO  QUESTIONS  FROM 

MIKE  SYNAR,  CHAIRMAN 

ENVIRONMENT,  ENERGY,  AND  NATURAL  RESOURCES  SUBCOMMITTEE 

COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


QUESTION:   Please  provide  CDC's  views  on  whether  and  how  well  the 
CSEP  program  is  assisting  communities  in  preparing  for  a 
potential  chemical  weapons  emergency. 

ANSWER:   In  order  to  understand  the  community  concerns  and 
abilities  about  emergency  preparedness,  we  invited  the  chief 
elected  officials  of  the  cities  and  counties  nearest  the  eight 
U.S.  storage  locations  to  attend  a  meeting  in  Atlanta  in  March 
1987  to  tell  us  what  they  would  need  to  provide  a  reasonable 
level  of  emergency  capability. 

From  that  meeting,  our  principal  recommendation  to  the  Army  in 
1987  was  that  it  fund  a  local  planner  to  evaluate  the  community's 
needs.   The  planner  would  be  hired  and  paid  through  the  local 
government  but  with  Army  funds.   We  estimated,  based  on  our  own 
experience  with  similar  projects,  that  the  annual  planning  cost 
per  community  would  be  between  $30,000  and  $50,000.   The 
community  would  then  be  responsible  for  developing  any  additional 
requests  to  the  Army.   This  type  of  planning  from  the  bottom  up 
usually  sustains  a  note  of  reality  in  the  process,  and  plans  made 
in  this  way  have  a  better  chance  of  being  reasonable  as  well  as 
being  accepted  by  the  citizens  of  the  community. 

In  contrast,  the  current  system  in  CSEP  appears  to  operate  with 
major  decision  making  at  the  top  ^nd  filtering  down  to  the 
community.   Almost  no  attention  has  been  paid  to  the  health 
components  of  emergency  planning. 

Despite  the  amount  of  money  provided  to  CSEP  by  the  Army, 
virtually  none  has  been  provided  to  the  state  health  departments 
by  CSEP.   No  more  than  two  have  received  funds,  and  the  amount 
was  less  than  $10,000. 


QUESTION:   How  well  have  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 
(FEMA)  and  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  worked  with  CDC  in 
addressing  the  local  communities'  emergency  preparedness 
capabilities? 

QUESTION:   Why  did  CDC  withdraw  from  participation  in  the  CSEP 
program? 
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ANSWER:   These  two  questions  are  answered  together.   When  CSEP 
began,  we  assented  to  a  request  from  the  Army  that  we 
participate,  although  our  funding  for  CSEP  program  activities 
continued  to  come  through  our  interagency  agreement  with  the  Army 
rather  than  through  FEMA.   We  have  enjoyed  good  working 
relationships  with  the  Army  throughout.   We  experienced 
difficulty  in  participating  in  the  CSEP  program.   We  simply  did 
not  have  the  personnel  needed  to  attend  all  of  the  meetings 
scheduled  without  abandoning  the  actual  work  we  were  doing. 

Through  an  interagency  agreement  with  the  Army  we  began  planning 
the  medical  portion  of  community  response,  including  training  of 
health  care  providers.   We  surveyed  physicians,  nurses,  and 
emergency  medical  technicians  (EMTs)  to  determine  their  level  of 
interest  and  the  time  they  would  devote  to  the  education,  then  we 
designed  and  offered  a  9-hour  course. 

As  the  CSEP  program  developed,  the  Army  asked  that  we  work  with 
the  CSEP  program  local  coordinators  in  selecting  participants  and 
presenting  courses.   We  agreed  to  that  approach.   In  the  first 
three  years  we  presented  16  courses  that  were  attended  by  over 
400  people.   We  clearly  were  not  reaching  the  intended  audience 
at  that  time,  since  only  24  attendees  were  physicians.   During 
the  same  time,  some  communities  and  FEMA  felt  a  need  to  train 
hundreds  of  EMTs  in  management  of  chemical  casualties.   Since 
FEMA  wanted  to  train  the  whole  universe  of  EMTs,  we  agreed  that 
FEMA  assume  responsibility  for  training  of  EMTs  while  we 
concentrated  on  physicians,  physicians'  assistants,  nurses,  nurse 
practitioners,  and  paramedics  or  other  personnel  trained  and 
licensed  by  their  states  to  manage  airways  and  administer 
injectable  medicines. 

In  order  to  reach  the  intended  audience,  we  began  experimenting 
with  shorter  presentations,  differing  curricula,  and  enlisting 
state  health  departments  in  the  effort.   We  have  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  an  emergency  physician  who  is  chair  of  the 
American  College  of  Emergency  Physicians'  Disaster  Committee. 
Since  March  CDC  has  provided  this  course  to  5  groups  including  a 
total  of  139  physicians,  77  emergency  room  nurses,  and  24  others. 
This  is  our  intended  audience.   Three  additional  sessions  are 
scheduled  this  year.   We  anticipate  the  same  professional 
attendance . 

During  the  past  2  years,  we  have  increased  the  involvement  of 
state  health  departments  in  the  medical  preparedness  issues.   The 
degree  of  involvement  had  previously  been  variable,  but  in  most 
states  rather  minimal.   We  convened  a  working  group  of  state 
health  and  emergency  management  personnel  in  Salt  Lake  City  in 
January.   As  a  follow-up  to  that  meeting  we  asked  them  to  submit 
estimates  of  resource  requirements  to  prepare  the  medical 
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communities  in  their  states  for  an  emergency  involving  the 
stockpile.   Some  state  health  departments  indicated  that  our 
involvement  was  viewed  with  disfavor  by  their  counterparts  in 
emergency  management  and  advised  us  that  our  efforts  could 
jeopardize  their  relationships  with  those  agencies. 

As  stated  in  the  presentation  made  at  the  National  CSEP 
Convention  in  Baltimore  on  April  29,  1993,  we  concluded  that  our 
continued  participation  in  the  CSEP  program  was 

counterproductive,  and  we  withdrew.   We  will,  of  course,  continue 
to  discharge  our  duties  under  law  and  will  continue  to  provide 
assistance  to  the  Army  through  our  interagency  agreement. 


QUESTION:  How  great  is  the  risk  of  an  off-site  chemical  agent 
release,  and  does  CDC  believe  that  the  preparedness  activities 
accurately  reflect  that  risk? 

ANSWER:   The  chemical  stockpile  has  been  stored  for  nearly  a  half 
century.   There  has  been  no  release  affecting  the  general 
populations  around  these  storage  sites  despite  the  continuous 
servicing  of  storage  facilities. 

The  extensive  documentation  prepared  by  independent  contractors 
for  the  Army  in  compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act,  because  of  P.L.  99-145,  showed  that  the  greatest  risk  is 
with  storage  of  chemical  agents,  not  with  disposal,  and  even  then 
the  risk  of  a  major  release  is  extremely  small.   Releases  of 
sufficient  magnitude  to  threaten  civilians  beyond  the 
installation  boundaries  would  almost  always  be  triggered  by 
external  events,  such  as  a  large  airplane  crashing  into  the 
storage  area,  a  meteorite  of  the  right  size  striking  an  igloo  or 
demilitarization  plant,  or  an  energetic  earthquake.   Those 
analyses  resulted  in  mitigation  plans  to  reduce  the  risk  even 
further . 

We  believe  that  risks  associated  with  demilitarization  activities 
are  now  virtually  nonexistent  because  of  the  engineering 
mitigation  in  the  plans,  but  the  risk  of  release  from  storage 
remains  at  a  very  low  level. 

However,  it  is  difficult  for  the  reasons  explained  in  the 
following  questions  to  assure  communities  that  their  risks  are 
low. 

We  believe  that  the  preparedness  activities  should  reflect  the 
risks  that  are  reasonable  and  not  those  conjured  up  by  worst-case 
scenarios  that  range  from  very  improbable  to  virtually  impossible. 
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QUB8TIOH:   Are  the  resources  spent  to  date  on  the  CSEP  program 
sufficient,  and  have  they  been  used  effectively? 

ANSWER:   The  resources  exceed  what  we  had  initially  contemplated. 
We  have  no  firm  estimates  of  the  amount  needed  at  this  time.   We 
do,  however,  have  serious  concerns  about  the  necessity  of  large 
cash  infusions  into  rural  hospitals,  elaborate  4-million  dollar 
communication  systems,  the  provision  of  gas  masks  to  the  entire 
population  around  sites,  etc. 

We  have  no  factual  evaluative  information  related  to  the 
effectiveness  of  CSEP  program  efforts. 


QUESTION:   Please  explain  what  level  of  preparedness  CDC  thinks 
is  necessary  in  the  storage  communities  and  what  is  needed  to 
meet  that  level  of  preparedness. 

ANSWER:   We  think  of  this  more  in  terms  of  a  strategy  to  reach  an 
understanding  of  what  is  needed  than  in  terms  of  a  shopping  list 
of  things  to  do  or  to  buy.   Our  views  on  this  question  are 
contained  in  the  responses  to  the  4th,  8th  and  9th  questions. 


QUESTION:   What  is  the  status  of  CDC's  review  of  standards  for 
protective  gear  to  first  responders  and  the  general  public?  Why 
has  there  been  such  a  long  delay  in  issuing  such  standards  for 
protective  gear? 

ANSWER:   About  two  years  ago  the  CSEP  program  reached  a  point 
where  further  training  strategies  were  dependent  on  decisions 
about  personal  protective  clothing  and  masks  for  emergency 
workers  outside  the  installation  boundaries.   This  is  because 
very  improbable  scenarios  were  being  used  by  CSEP  to  direct  the 
discussion.   Guidelines  issued  by  the  National  Institute  for 
Occupational  Safety  and  Health  (NIOSH)  and  the  Occupational 
Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  seemed,  if  interpreted 
narrowly,  to  dictate  use  of  a  completely  encapsulating  suit  and  a 
self-contained  breathing  apparatus.   That  combination  would 
render  impossible  certain  critical  functions  of  workers  thus 
protected,  and  seemed  excessive  in  view  of  the  Army's  experience 
with  a  variety  of  protective  ensembles. 

At  the  Army's  request,  we  convened  a  working  group  in  January 
1992,  which  included  NIOSH  and  OSHA  as  well  as  other  outside 
experts,  to  review  regulatory  requirements  and  select  an  option 
that  would  be  protective  while  permitting  the  workers  to 
discharge  their  duties.   An  unexpected  outcome  of  that  meeting 
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was  the  realization  that  deposition  of  liquid  agent  outside  the 
installation  boundaries  was  considerably  less  likely  than 
previously  thought  (see  discussion  below) . 

An  appointed  subset  of  the  working  group  cane  to  a  general 
agreement  in  February  on  selection  of  masks.   The  masks  chosen 
had  not  been  challenged  by  some  of  the  chemical  agents,  so  the 
Army  arranged  to  have  the  canisters  tested  for  efficacy  against 
nerve  agent.   Those  tests  are  in  progress,  and  confirmation  of 
safety  is  expected  within  a  few  months. 

The  work  described  below  gave  us  a  definition  of  the  level  of 
contamination  against  which  clothing  must  protect.   With  that 
definition,  a  meeting  of  the  working  group  is  scheduled  for 
August  to  seek  agreement  on  an  ensemble  to  accompany  the  masks. 

To  plan  a  response,  we  needed  to  know  whether  deposition  of 
liquid  agent  could  occur.   Vapor  plumes  could  escape  the 
installation  if  a  highly  improbable  event  triggered  a  large 
enough  release,  but  if  no  liquid  agent  is  deposited  beyond  the 
fence  line,  responders  may  need  minimal  skin  protection.   To 
assess  this  question,  we  asked  the  Army  for  estimates  of  the 
maximum  amount  of  agent  that  could  be  deposited  on  surfaces  under 
various  conditions.   In  November  1992,  a  working  group  of 
nationally  recognized  experts  in  meteorology,  atmospheric 
transport,  and  physical  chemistry  assisted  us  in  evaluating  the 
report.   They  generally  concurred  in  the  findings  but  recommended 
some  additional  work  to  assure  that  the  presumed  worst-case 
conditions  were,  in  fact,  the  worst  case.   That  follow-up  work, 
now  being  contracted  by  the  Department  of  the  Army,  is  in 
progress. 

We  do  not  presently  see  a  need  for  issuance  of  any  personal 
protective  gear  to  the  general  public.   The  risks  of  such  gear 
outweigh  the  benefits. 


QUE8TIOH:   What  most  pressing  emergency  preparedness  needs  exist, 
but  remain  unaddressed,  in  the  communities  surrounding  the  eight 
chemical  weapons  storage  depots? 

ANSWER:   As  noted  previously,  there  is  an  urgent  need  for  a 
realistic  understanding  by  the  citizens  in  these  communities  of 
the  low  level  of  risk  that  actually  exists. 


QUESTION:   Please  explain  your  views  about  what  obstacles,  if 
any,  exist  to  achieving  the  goals  of  the  CSEP  program,  and  how 
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such  obstacles  should  be  addressed. 


ANSWER:   The  major  difficulty  stems  from  language  in  Public  Law 
99-145.   Section  1412  (c)(1)  states: 

In  carrying  out  the  rec[uirements  of  subsection  (a)  (1)  , 
the  Secretary  shall  provide  for  —  (A)  maximum 
protection  for  the  environment,  the  general  public,  and 
the  personnel  who  are  involved  in  the  destruction  of 
the  lethal  chemical  agents  and  munitions  referred  to  in 
subsection  (a) .... 

"Maximum  protection"  is  a  term  without  limits.   The  past 
efforts  devoted  to  preparing  communities  have  clearly 
implied  to  the  community  that  the  risk  is  much  greater  than 
our  best — or  even  our  worst — estimates  suggest.   We  have 
frightened  people  terribly  and  unnecessarily  by  hiring  large 
numbers  of  people  and  expending  millions  of  dollars  to 
protect  the  communities  from  risks  that  are  hundreds  or 
thousands  of  times  greater  than  any  that  are  even  remotely 
likely  to  occur.   That  fear  is  an  adverse  public  health 
effect  in  its  own  right. 


210 


July  14,  1993 
Dear  congressman  Synar, 

I  would  like  to  thank  you  and  your  staff  for  this  opportunity 
to  discuss  my  organization's  concerns  regarding  the  Chemical 
Stockpile  Emergency  Program  (CSEPP).  I  would  like  to  first  briefly 
discribe  the  location  of  our  facility  and  then  our  concerns. 

The  Tooele  Army  Depot  (TAD)  stores  approximately  42.3%  of  the 
United  States'  chemical  weapons.  TAD  is  within  Tooele  County, 
adjacent  to  Utah  and  salt  Lake  Counties,  where  most  of  the 
population  of  the  Wasatch  Fronts  lives.  There  are  two  major  access 
routes  to  TAD,  those  being  1-80  (to  State  Road  36  southbound),  and 
1-15  (from  Utah  County,  via  state  Road  73  or  US  6,  to  State  Road  36 
northbound).  There  is  one  mountain  range  between  Tooele  County  and 
Utah/Salt  Lake  Counties.  A  trial  burn  is  scheduled  at  TAD  Chemical 
Agent  Munitions  Disposal  Systems  (CAMDS)  within  the  year,  yet  basic 
public  safety  issues  of  the  CAHDS  facility,  which  is  the  purpose 
for  the  CSEPP,  have  not  been  implemented  or  addressed. 

To  date  there  has  been  no  training  for  first  responders  or 
medical  personnel  in  addressing  a  cnemical  weapons  contamination 
victim,  or  in  being  able  to  recognize  a  "trail  of  contamination." 
The  only  hospital  in  Tooele  County  does  not  have  a  decontamination 
facility,  nor  is  it  able  to  have  a  mobile  decontamination  facility 
without  contaminating  the  whole  hospital.  This  hospital  is  also 
having  financial  problems.  The  University  of  Utah  hospital,  in  Salt 
Lake  County,  will  not  treat  a  chemical  contamination  victim  in 
their  decontamination  facility  because  staff  believes  that  they  are 
not  trained  to  recognizing  the  symptoms  of  chemical  weapons 
contamination  or  how  to  treat  it.  To  date  the  university  of  Utah 
Hospital  will  not  participate  in  CSEPP  exercises. 

The  evacuation  routes  are  not  clearly  defined;  some  of  the 
routes  have  the  public  entering  into  the  contaminated  areas.  Tooele 
County  has  no  warning  system  in  place  to  warn  the  public,  and  does 
not  have  a  trained  hazardous  material  team.  There  are  no  formal 
agreements  in  place  between  the  three  different  counties  for 
assisstance.  If  there  is  a  chemical  weapons  incident  at  TAD  the 
need  for  this  type  of  assisstance  would  be  necessary.  As  it  stands 
now,  the  adjacent  counties  would  need  to  address  liability  issues 
that  the  CSEPP  has  not  addressed  or  is  willing  to  address.  There  is 
no  form  of  commvinication  between  the  three  Counties  and/or  the 
State  for  coordation  of  response  needs.  The  automation  system  will 
not  formulate  plume  data  necessary  for  tracking  for  evacuation 
purposes.  There'  is  no  off-site  monitoring  for  chemical  weapons 
releases  to  date. 

In  the  last  year  I  have  attended  the  State  CSEPP  meetings,  and 
I  have  noticed  an  increased  number  of  State  CSEPP  staff  which 
spends  some  of  their  time  in  Washington,  D.C  and  other  Eastern 
States  for  "professional  training."  I  myself  have  taken  some  of 
these  "professional  training"  classes.  In  my  opinion  these  classes 
would  not  help  anyone  in  a  chemical  weapons  incident.  They  are 
mostly  for  show-and-tel 1  for  "top  brass". 

The  public  affairs  official  in  Utah  is  unable  to  address 
public  concerns,  or  meet  with  the  the  public  to  address  these 
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concerns.  The  officials  are  in  the  process  of  developing  another 
public  affairs  document  to  tell  the  public  "how  well  preparded  we 
are".  This  document  will  only  be  reviewed  by  professionally  trained 
public  affairs  people,  with  no  access  by  the  public  for  input.  This 
will  cost  several  thousands  of  dollars  for  the  review  process  and 
the  glossy  propaganda  sheet.  In  Hay  1992,  the  CSEPP  cosmittee 
distributed  "yellow  bags";  they  were  distributed  by  the  local  Boy 
Scouts,  some  residents  never  received  then.  The  "yellow  bag" 
consisted  of  a  plastic  car  bag  that  was  yellow.  Inside  the  bag 
there  were  evacuation  routes  that  go  nowhere;  a  card  to  inform  the 
CSEPP  conunitite  the  number  of  vehicles  a  households  owns,  aspirins, 
bandaids,  a  list  of  which  fresh  fruits  and  vegetables  you  should 
store  in  your  "24  hour"  supply  (which  is  a  tighly  closed 
container) ,  and  instructions  on  what  to  do  once  you  have  been 
warned.  It  does  not  tell  you  how  you  are  to  be  warned.  In  some 
oases  the  CSEPP  officals  have  told  the  public  if  there  was  an 
incident  from  the  chemical  weapons  to  "take  two  aspirins  and  call 
them  in  them  morning" .  There  are  no  approved  gas  masks  for 
officials  working  at  CAMDS  or  first  responders  to  use. 

Access  to  the  CSEPP  meetings  by  the  public  is  not  encouraged; 
the  state  CSEPP  chairnan  has  stated  a  number  of  times  that  the 
meetings  are  closed  to  the  public,  or  that  they  are  "Executive 
Staff"  meetings.  Meetings  were  held  were  handicapped  individuals 
would  have  to  use  the  service  elevator  though  local  hotel  kitchens, 
or  are  unable  to  have  access  to  public  restrooms  during  meeting 
breaks . 

I  would  like  to  suggest  formal  investigations  into  each  of  the 
eight  sites,  as  well  as  Johnston  Atoll,  concerning  the  lack  of 
public  safety  and  protection.  I  beleive  that  if  CSEPP  is  not 
investigated  into  those  and  many  more,  then  the  possible  misuse  of 
federal  funds  will  only  continue.  Thank  you. 
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submitted  by!  C'*"^^;  K1->NwC 

Cindy  King,  Technical,   '^     ^J 

Environmental  Health  Committee 

Utah  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 

177  East  900  South,  Suite  102 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84111 

Phone:  (801)  4S6-9848 
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MORROW  COUNTY  SHERIFF 

P  O.  Box  159  -:•  fk'ppner,  Oregon  97836  Roy  L.  Drago,  Sheriff 

Phone:  676-9061  Ext.  40  Verlin  R.  Denton,  Undcrsheriff 

Fax  #503-676-5577 


July  12,  1993 

Re  I  Chemical  stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Frovran 

To  Whom  it  May  Concern >  * 

I  write  thia  letter  to  express  this  office's  total  frustration  and 
dismay  at  the  implementation  of  this  program.  We  are  told  how 
critical  we  are  to  the  implementation  of  emergency  communications 
and  alert  notification  system.  We  are  told  that  funds  will  be  made 
available  and  we  hear  that  millions  of  dollars  are  being  spent 
nation  wide  to  help  local  agencies  with  this  program.  We  have  been 
lied  to,  mislead  and  treated  like  idiots.  Our  efforts  to 
follow  the  rules  presented  to  us  for  making  funding  requests  have 
resulted  in  unexplained  rule  changes,  sudden  unexplained  budget 
shortages,  plan  rejections  that  make  no  sense,  and  on  and  on  and 
on  I 

All  of  this  has  resulted  in  a  total  lack  of  confidence  in  anything 
we  are  told  by  FEMA  or  Oregon  State  Emergency  Management.  Our  efforts 
to  try  to  work  with  these  agencies  have  been  frustrated  at  every 
turn.  Unless  there  is  a  dramatic  change  in  getting  funding,  etc. ,  to 
the  LOCAt  level  the  program  goals  will  never  be  met,  at  least  not 
in  Morrow  County. 

Respectfully  Submitted, 

^   and  911  Coordinator 
cct  file 
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August  10,  1993 


X}n^n 


EXECUTIVE 
DEPARTMENT 


OREGON  EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT 


The  Honorable  Mike  Synar  jv.,-. 

Chairman,  Environment,  Energy 

and  Natural  Resources  Subcommittee 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

2167  Raybum  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.  20515-6143 

Dear  Congressman  Synar: 

We  were  surprised  and  somewhat  saddened  by  the  very  negative  nature  of  the 
testimony  on  Friday,  July  16th  as  presented  by  Casey  Beard  before  the  Congress. 

We  were  given  a  copy  of  his  remarks  on  the  15th,  which  did  not  give  us  very 
much  time  to  correct  some  of  the  errors  in  his  testimony  (for  example,  the  length 
of  time  the  CSEPP  has  been  in  existence  in  Oregon),  or  to  react  to  specific 
concerns  you  may  have. 

I  respectfully  request  the  insertion  in  the  public  record  of  the  Sub-Committee,  a 
copy  of  this  letter  and  the  enclosure  as  a  rebuttal  to  the  allegations,  references, 
and  what  appears  to  be  distortions  of  the  facts.  In  the  pages  that  follow,  we 
have  taken  each  point  of  contention  and  compared  them  to  the  records  of 
meetings,  telephone  calls,  and  correspondence. 

We  have  met  with  the  commissioners  of  both  Umatilla  and  Morrow  counties  to 
discuss  face  to  face  the  contents  of  this  document  and  the  concerns  expressed 
by  Mr.  Beard.  We  will  continue  to  work  with  the  commissioners  to  ensure  that  their 
issues  are  addressed  and  their  communities  are  protected  and  that  the  protective 
action  strategies  are  consistent  with  the  hazard  risk. 

Sincerely, 


/^, 


Myra  Thompson  Lee 
Director 

Enclosure 


/ 


9-1-1  Saves 


595  Cottage  Street  NE 
Salem,  OR  97310 

Local/ Adminisliative  Programs  (503)  378-2908 

Plans  and  Rcsouroes  Program  (503)  37M1M 

CommunicaliDns/9-1-1  Program  (503)  378-2911 

General  Infannation  (503)  3784124 

FAX  008)588-1378 
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Oregon  Emergency  Management.  Response  to  Testimony  Presented  before 
Congressional  Sub-Committee  on  16  Juiy  1993 

As  a  matter  of  record  Just  3.75  years  tiave  passed  since  we  iDegan  work  on  CSEPP 
in  Oregon,  not  five  years  as  l\/lorrow  County  hias  stated.  The  two  counties  came 
into  ttie  program  at  the  same  time  as  the  State.  Ihe  first  employees  were  hired 
at  the  State  and  county  in  Octot)er  1989.  The  writer,  Casey  Beard,  has  been  an 
employee  since  August  1992,  and  still  lacl<s  some  txasic  understanding  of  the 
program  requirements.  Morrow  County  is  not  a  county  that  receives  FEMA  funds 
for  an  emergency  management  program.  It  ixjs  never  had  an  emergency 
management  program  director  full  time.  They  still  do  not.  CSEPP  has  been  the 
framewot1<  for  ttieir  all-hazard  emergency  program. 

Morrow  County's  plans  were  developed  by  the  county  under  a  contract  with  SE 
Tech.  It  is  normal  for  these  plans  to  be  continually  Improved  and  updated  as  the 
program  matures.  Tiie  plans  have  been  exercised,  deficiencies  identified,  and 
corrective  action  made  or  initiated.  If  the  plans  are  "ixjllow*  or  inadequate  to 
meet  the  county  needs  and  direction,  it  must  be  remembered  tiTot  they  directly 
reflect  the  input  of  the  county.  Any  belief  that  the  plans  were  inadequate  has 
not  iDeen  reported  in  their  quarterly  reports.  If  Ihe  training  or  exercises  do  not 
meet  the  needs  of  the  county,  this  has  not  been  expressed  at  the  joint  meetings 
in  which  exercise  and  training  goals  and  objectives  have  been  established. 

OEM  and  FEMA  Region  X  iiave  coordinated  at  all  times,  every  aspect  of  this 
program  v/Wh  Morrow  County.  This  coordination  takes  place  informally  of  daily 
and  weekly  face  to  face  meetings,  and  over  the  phone.  Formally,  meetings  are 
held  quarterly  and  as  required  to  accomplish  specific  tasks.  These  meetings  are 
scheduled  on  a  joint  calendar  and  recorded  with  meeting  notes  and  agendas. 

In  negotiations  for  developing  budgets  and  allocating  resources.  Morrow  County 
has  been  a  full  partner  in  reaching  decisions.  Even  considering  the  frustrations 
that  we  all  hove  at  times,  the  county  has  never  before  referred  to  OEM  or  Region 
X  as  "road  blocks'.  At  least  they  have  not  made  that  allegation  directly  to  either 
agency.  To  say  that  resources  and  funding  have  been  inadequate  is  to  ignore 
the  realities  of  progress  over  the  last  three-and-a-iTolf  years.  Morrow  County  has 
3.5  full  time  CSEPP  employees.  In  addition,  th»ey  have  funds  to  contract  for 
planning  development  and  technical  assistance  ffom  SE  Tech  each  year.  Next 
year,  two  more  FTEs  and  continued  funds  for  contracting  outside  assistance  has 
been  budgeted. 

Since  FY  90,  when  the  Oregon  program  began,  $4X)62,000  has  been  allocated  to 
Oregon.  This  includes  FY  93.  Morrow  County's  shore  has  been  24%  for  FY  93. 
From  the  State's  allocation  of  CSEPP  funds,  ihe  county  realizes  various  expenses 
that  by  their  nature  are  more  logically  and  efficientiy  accomplished  for  the  two 
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counties  and  the  State  under  one  line  item.  Examples  of  this  are  paying  the 
leased  lines  charges  for  data  transmission  between  the  State  and  the  Counties; 
contracting  for  technical  studies  for  communications  improvements,  automation 
systems;  purchases  of  common  equipment  which  is  located  in  the  count/;  various 
PIO  products;  and  training  and  exercise  activities  paid  for  from  the  State 
allocation.  Dividing  these  dollar  values  out  would  increase  the  county's  share 
near  30%.  To  say  that  the  county  has  received  only  $320,000  in  five  years,  is 
grossly  incorrect.  Morrow  County  has  received  approximately  $730,000  in  the  3.75 
years  that  the  program  has  been  in  existence.  This  does  not  include  all  the 
county's  expenses  paid  from  the  State's  budget  allocation  as  described  above. 

On  October  2,  1989,  (the  first  day  of  fiscal  year  1990),  when  the  anticipated 
annual  funding  was  approximately  $  100,000,  one  Program  Coordinator  was  hired 
at  the  local  level  to  oversee  the  bi-county  emergency  management  program 
enhancement.  One  was  also  hired  at  the  State  level  to  coordinate  program 
efforts  and  requirements  with  the  full  acknowledgement  by  all  parties  that  if  an 
event  were  to  occur  the  state  would  in  fact,  be  an  immediate  player  in  response 
and  recovery. 

On  October  23, 1989,  the  State  and  local  CSDP  Coordinators  met  with  the  UMDA 
Commander  (Lt.  Col.  Larry  Sparks)  for  the  first  time. 

On  October  24,  1989,  UMDA  held  an  Intergovernmental  Coordination  and 
Consultation  Board  (ICCB)  meeting.  This  was  attended  by  the  State  and  officials 
in  Morrow  and  Umatilla  County.  Judge  Louis  Carlson  attended  for  Morrow  County 
as  the  emergency  management  director.  Morrow  County  had  no  emergency 
management  employees  or  program.  It  was  at  his  request  that  the  one  local 
employee  serve  both  counties. 

These  are  the  sequence  of  events  that  led  to  participation  in  the  Program  within 
Oregon.  The  Chemical  Stockpile  Disposal  Program,  (which  led  to  creation  of  the 
Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program  (CSEPP)),  in  this  State,  has 
been  in  effect  for  three  years,  nine  months. 

Roles  and  responsibilities  of  State  agencies  for  State  assisted  emergency  resporvse 
are  contained  in  the  State  of  Oregon  Emergency  Management  Plan.  Port  II: 
Emergency  Operations  Plan,  the  Oil  and  Hazardous  Materials  Emergency 
Response  Plan  and  the  Umatilla  Chemical  Emergency  Response  Plan.  Responses 
to  chemical  agent  accidents  or  incidents  at  UMDA  will  be  handled  in 
accordance  with  these  and  other  local  plans. 

The  county  is  responsible  by  statute  to  establish  and  maintain  an  emergency 
management  program.  The  State  executes  a  contract  with  the  counties,  the 
Comprehensive  Cooperative  Agreement  (CCA),  to  accomplish  certain  work.  The 
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counties  accept  federal  monies  to  conduct  the  contracted  work.  The  county  is 
responsible  to  their  citizens  and  the  crties  to  execute  these  programs.  The 
implication  of  the  Commissioners'  Let^er.  the  Hermiston  Police  Chief's  letter,  and 
the  Testimony  is  that  FEMA  Region  X.  OEM,  and  the  Army  are  responsible  for 
executing  county  responsibilities. 


The  following  comments  directly  reference  the  points  in  the  Morrow  County 
Commissioners'  Letter: 

page  1: 

para  2.:  Prior  to  "CSEPP",  Morrow  County  did  not  have  a  comprehensive 
emergency  marxagement  system  as  mandated  by  the  State.  They  did  not  initiate 
a  program  until  CSEPP  funding  was  provided  in  1990. 

para  2.:  The  CSEPP  was  initiated  in  Oregon  in  October  1989.  FY  90.  To  dote  that 
equates  to  three  years,  nine  months. 

para  4.:  The  Public  Law  that  requires  'Maximum  Protection'  for  CSEPP.  and  for 
which  funding  is  provided,  is  separate  and  apart  from  the  State  statutory 
mandate  to  provide  for  an  emergency  management  program  or  an  emergency 
services  system. 

para  5.:  Morrow  County  does  not  state  what  resources  and  support  they  believe 
are  not  being  received.  They  have  received  reimbursement  for  all  eligible  Items 
for  which  billings  have  been  received  by  the  State.  The  timeliness  of  their 
reimbursement  depends  on  the  timeliness  and  accuracy  of  their  billings  to  OEM. 

para  5.:  Morrow  County  does  not  specify  in  what  way  the  system  has  been 
designed  to  'frustrate  rather  than  facilitate  building  a  credible  local  emergency 
response  capability".  It  is  not  possible  to  respond  to  vague  allegations. 

para  5.:  The  'Hollow  Plans'  to  which  Morrow  County  refers  have  been  developed 
by  the  county  and  under  a  contract  with  SE  Tech.  Their  plans  are  continually 
being  developed  and  updated  as  the  program  matures.  They  have  been 
exercised  and  deficiencies  Identified  and  corrective  action  made  or  initiated.  If 
the  plans  are  'hollow'  or  inadequate  to  meet  the  county  needs,  this  has  not  been 
reported  either  verbally  or  in  their  quarteriy  reports.  If  the  training  or  exercises  do 
riot  meet  the  needs  of  the  county,  this  has  not  been  expressed  at  the  meetings 
in  which  Morrow  County  participates,  and  where  exercise  and  training  goals  and 
objectives  were  and  are  established. 
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CSEPP  Exercises 

The  following  exercises  hove  been  conducted: 

April  16,  1993:  CSEPP  Direction  and  Conti-ol  Exercise.  Oregon  participants 
included  Oregon  Emergency  Management,  Morrow  County,  and  Umatilla 
County.  This  was  a  locally  driven,  federally  evaluated  exercise. 

March  24,  1993:  Umatilla  County  Tabletop  Exercise.  This  exercise  was  designed 
and  conducted  by  Umatilla  County  Emergency  Manogement.  Participating 
agencies  included  Umatilla  County  arxJ  sub-county  townships.  Guidance  and 
training  was  provided  by  FEMA  and  Oregon  Emergency  Management. 

February  9, 1993:  Multi-Jurisdiction  Tabletop  Exercise.  This  exercise  was  designed 
and  conducted  the  Bi-County  Training  &  Exercise  Coordinator,  under  direction  of 
the  Morrow  and  Umatilla  County  Emergency  Management  Directors. 

August  20,  1992:  Multi-Jurisdiction  Direction  and  Control  Exercise.  This  exercise 
was  designed  and  conducted  by  Morrow  arKl  Umatilla  County  Emergency 
Management  agencies. 

June  16,  1992:  Multi-Jurisdiction  Tabletop  Exercise.  This  exercise  was  designed 
and  conducted  by  each  local  jurisdiction.  Play  was  at  local  emergency 
operations  centers. 

April  13, 1992:  Morrow  County  Tabletop  Exercise.  This  exercise  was  designed  and 
conducted  by  the  Bi-County  Training  &  Exercise  Coordinator  under  direction  of 
the  Morrow  County  Emergency  Management  Director  (Judge  Louis  Carison). 

March  31,  1992:  Umatilla  County  Tabletop  Exercise.  This  exercise  was  designed 
and  conducted  by  Umatilla  County  Emergency  Management. 

March  30,  1992:  Umatilla  County  Tabletop  Exercise.  This  exercise  was  designed 
and  conducted  by  Umatilla  County  Emergency  Management. 

January  28, 1992:  Umatilla  County  Tabletop  Exercise.  TTiis  exercise  was  designed 
and  conducted  by  Umatilla  County  Emergency  Management. 

November  25,  1991:  Umatilla  County  Tabletop  Exercise.  This  exercise  was 
designed  and  conducted  by  Umatilla  County  Emergency  Management. 

September  19,  1991:  Morrow  County  Tabletop  Exercise.  Participants  were  the 
Cities  of  Boardman  and  Irrigon.  Exercise  designed  and  conducted  by  UMDA. 


218 


March  12,  1991:  Umatilla  County  Functional  Exercise.  Exercise  designed  and 
conducted  by  Umatilla  County  Emergency  Management. 

January  3,  1991:  Oregon  Emergency  Management  Tabletop  Exercise. 
Participants  were  Oregon  Emergency  Response  System  (OERS)  Council  agencies. 
This  exercise  was  designed  and  corKlucted  by  the  OEM  CSEPP  Coordinator  and 
Training  &  Exercise  Coordirxitor. 

October  24,  1990:  Umatilla  County  Functional  Exercise.  Exercise  designed  and 
conducted  by  Umatilla  County  Emergency  Management. 

October  23. 1990:  Oregon  Emergency  Management  Tabletop  Exercise.  Exercise 
designed  and  conducted  by  the  OEM  CSEPP  Coordinator  and  Training  &  Exercise 
Coordinator. 

October  11, 1990:  Umatilla  County  Functional  Exercise. 

September  19,  1990:   Umatilla  County  Furrctional  Exercise. 

October  11,  1989:  Umatilla  County  Functional  Exercise. 

In  addition  to  the  above.  Morrow  and  Umatilla  Counties  have  been  invited  by 
UMDA  to  parficipote  in  UMDA's  quarterly  chemical  surety  exercises.  Umatilla 
County  has  participated. 

page  2: 

para  1.:  No  examples  of  "inept  and  uncooperative'  actions  or  of  'unacceptable 
waste  and  delay'  by  FEMA  and  OEM  have  been  expressed  to  OEM.  therefore,  we 
are  unable  to  respond  to  these  vague,  but  serious  allegations. 

para  1 .:  Morrow  County  has  gone  as  long  as  nine  months  without  submitting  any 
requests  for  funds.  Billings  have  In  ttie  past,  often  been  incomplete  and 
inaccurate.  The  state  and  federal  funding  systerm  have  been  explained  to 
Morrow  County  numerous  times,  most  recently  in  June  1993  when  their  county 
budget  failed  two  times  and  finally  passed  the  third  time.  OEM  has  offered 
repeatedly  to  work  with  their  county  administrative  personnel  so  they  can  learn 
and  understand  the  processes  and  fiscal  requirements. 

para  2.A.:  The  figures  here  are  not  true.  From  FY  1990-1993.  when  the  Oregon 
program  began.  $4.052X)00  has  been  allocated  to  Oregon.  Morrow  County's 
share  has  been  24%  for  FY  93.  From  the  State's  allocated  CSEPP  funds  the  county 
receives  direct  benefits  through  payment  by  the  State  for  expenses  that  by  their 
nature  are  more  logically,  efficiently,  and  less  expensively  accomplished  for  the 
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state  and  the  two  counties  under  a  line  item  within  a  single  budget.  Examples 
of  this  are  paying  the  leased  lines  charges  for  data  transmission  between  the 
State  and  the  Counties;  contracting  for  technical  studies  for  communications 
improvements,  automation  systems;  purchases  of  common  equipment  which  is 
located  in  the  county;  various  PIO  products;  and  training  and  exercise  activities 
paid  for  from  the  State  allocation.  Dividing  these  dollar  values  out  would  increase 
the  count/'s  share  to  neariy  30%  of  the  total  CSEPP  allocation.  To  say  that  the 
county  has  received  only  $320,000  in  five  years,  (when  the  program  has  only  been 
in  existence  3.75  years),  is  incorrect.  Morrow  County  has  received  approximately 
$730,000  during  the  3.75  year  period.  This  for  the  most  part,  does  not  include  the 
county's  costs  paid  from  State's  CSEPP  allocation  as  described  above. 

para  2. A.:  The  EMA  money  referred  to  in  CPG  1-3  is  divided  among  27  jurisdictions 
and  requires  a  50%  cash  match  by  the  locals. 

para  2.A.:  (Second  para)  If  the  County  would  bill  the  state  in  a  timely  manner, 
with  supplemental  billings,  when  needed,  many  of  their  cash  flow  problems  would 
be  resolved.  This  has  also  been  discussed  v*/ith  them. 

para  2.B.:  Morrow  County  has  3.5  full  time  CSEPP  employees.  In  addition  they 
hove  had  funds  to  contract  for  planning  development  and  technical  assistance 
from  SE  Tech  each  year.  Next  year  two  more  REs  and  continued  funds  for 
contracting  outside  assistance  has  been  budgeted.  At  the  time  that  county 
positions  were  unfilled,  the  State  provided  direct  assistance  and  produced  some 
of  the  essential  documentation  to  keep  their  program  in  effect,  such  as 
development  of  a  draft  work  plan  and  budget. 

page  3: 

para  2.D.:  The  County  has  a  dedicated  CSEPP  training  and  exercise  coordinator 
full  time.  In  addition,  the  State  CSEPP  training  and  exercise  coordinator  is 
immediately  available.  To  date  the  county  has  planned  and  scheduled  the 
exercises  that  have  taken  place  as  indicated  on  pages  3  and  4.  They  can  plan, 
schedule,  and  conduct  training  exercises  as  necessary.  OEM  requested  their 
training  and  exercise  coordinator's  position  more  than  a  year  before  other 
counties  or  other  states  did  so.  They  hove  had  that  additional  time  to  develop 
their  training  and  exercise  programs.  Their  ability  to  conduct  CSEPP  specific 
training  for  county  and  volunteer  personnel  is  not  dependent  upon  state 
guidance  or  parficipation,  even  though  we  offer  our  assistance.  The  county  has 
always  had  the  authority  to  conduct  any  local  training  or  exercises  they  so  desire. 
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Response  to  Casey  Beord's  Testimony 
page  1: 

para  2.:  The  program  has  only  been  in  Morrow  County  for  3.75  years,  not  5  years. 

Considering  the  complexity  of  this  total  program,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  what 
is  meant  by  "prolonged  delay".  It  takes  time  to  implement  a  comprehensive 
coordinated  program,  especially  if  it  does  not  coincide  with  local  and  state 
budget  cycles.  In  many  areas  we  are  doing  things  that  txave  never  been  done 
before.  Morrow  County  never  had  a  comprehensive  emergency  management 
program  until  CSEPP.  Casey  Beard  has  only  been  on  the  job  since  August  1992 
and  he  is  still  on  the  learning  curve,  both  regarding  CSEPP  and  local,  state,  and 
federal  statutes. 

para  3.:  The  accusation  of  "...unkept  promises..."  is  vague  and  unsubstantiated. 
Each  year  a  CCA  is  developed  in  conjunction  wrth  the  County,  which  includes  a 
workplan  and  a  budget.  It  is  a  joint  effort  and  both  parties  sign  it.  What  promises 
are  these,  that  are  lacking,  arbitrary,  or  autocratic?  Emotional,  unfounded 
rhetoric  Is  not  helpful.  OEM  does  not  know  what  promises  have  been  made  to 
the  public  by  county  emergency  managers  and  have  no  control  of  nor  obligation 
for  their  fulfillment. 

para  4.:  Locals  have  been  given  the  opportunity  to  be  involved  at  all  levels  of 
coordination  and  program  development.  Counties  are  on  various  notional  sub- 
committees. Region  X  and  OEM  hove  formal  and  informal  meetings  and 
conferences  with  Morrow  and  Umatilla  County,  mostly  at  their  locations.  Most 
recently: 

July  13,  1993  CSEPP  Open  House  with  FEMA,  Depot,  Counties 

June  21,  1993  Training  Coordination 

June  2-4,  1993  Media  Day,  Training  at  the  Depot 

May  13-14,  1993  CCA  Meeting;  School  Board/Superintendent  Mtg 

May  4-^,  1993  Discussions  between  State,  IRZ  County,  and  Army  Installation 

at  the  CSEPP  National  Confererjce  in  Baltimore 

April  28-30,  1993  Regional  Coordination  Meeting 

April  15,  1993  Direction  &  Control  Exercise 

April   7-9,    1993  OEM   Administrator  &   Assistant  Administrator  held   an 

executive  session  with  County  Commissioners  about  protective  actions 

April  6-8,  1993  Communication  Coordination  Meeting 

March  15-18,  1993  Automation  Workshop 

March  15-17,  1993  Siren  site  survey 

February  9,  1993  Federally  Managed  Tabletop  Exercise 

November  12,  1992  Locally  Managed  Tabletop  Exercise 
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page  2: 

para  6.:  No  jurisdiction  In  the  nation  had  an  emergency  management  office  In 
1903.  Morrow  County  was  denied  EM  A  program  status  because  they  could  not 
meet  the  50%  cash  match  requirement  and  because  the  State  had  a  waiting  list 
of  six  counties  to  get  into  the  EMA  funding  program.  Also,  the  program  had  a  six 
county  waiting  list.  In  FY  93  four  counties  were  added  to  the  program  when 
additional  EMA  funds  were  received.  However,  Morrow  County's  inability  to 
match  federal  funds  does  not  relieve  them  of  the  mandate  by  the  legislature  to 
maintain  a  basic  program. 

para  6.:  CSEPP  can  be  used  in  day-to-day  emergency  activities,  but  the  CSEPP 
is  not  intended  to  provide  a  complete  all-hazard  emergency  management 
capability  where  little  or  none  existed  before.  The  County  has  received  over 
$730,000,  directly  and  indirectly,  since  October  1989,  not  $320,000.  It  is  not  known 
how  much  they  may  have  spent  on  'ensuring  an  ail-hazards  approach"  as 
opposed  to  CSEPP  planning. 

para  7.:  The  'hotline"  for  Morrow  County  could  hove  been  installed  whenever  the 
County  so  desired.  They  have  been  told  that  the  line  could  go  to  either  Lexington 
or  Heppner,  as  they  desire,  until  the  permanent  EOC  is  ready.  It  has  been  an  item 
on  the  CCA  Statement  of  Wori<  for  FY  93  and  FY  92  and  has  yet  to  be  done.  This 
is  a  county  project  responsibility  to  do.  It  is  and  has  been  approved  for  a  long 
time  through  the  CCAs.  All  they  have  to  do  is  do  it.  The  DCX  report  deleted  the 
hotline  deficiency  because  it  was  outside  the  scope  of  the  exercise,  and  It  was 
an  item  that  was  already  known  to  have  had  corrective  action  approved  and 
in  place.  It  would  have  been  redundant  to  mention  it  again  and  add  it  to  the 
list  of  Morrow  County  deficiencies  that  were  already  known. 

page  3: 

para  2-3.:  The  EOC  "saga"  referred  to  has  been  addressed  many  times  in  the 
past.  The  "blame"  lies  in  many  places,  including  the  County  as  a  primary  decision 
maker.  The  county  was  adamant  about  purchasing  the  Forest  Service  Building. 
They  would  consider  no  other  alternative.  Now  they  find  there  are  zoning  and 
variance  problems  that  they  did  not  investigate  prior  to  purchase.  The  building 
was  purchased  by  the  County  with  Federal  funds.  At  that  time,  all  parties 
concerned  understood  that  $200,000  was  the  Army/FEMA  renovation  limit.  The 
County  asked  for  and  received  all  FEMA  documents  that  described  EOCs.  Using 
these  documents.  Morrow  County  hired  an  architect  to  design  an  EOC.  The 
$200,000  limit  was  known  and  the  guidelines  in  FEMA  documents  for  EOCs  was  on 
hand.  But  the  EOC  guidelines  were  not  CSEPP  EOC  guidelines,  they  were  and  are 
FEMA  EOC  guidelines.  The  Army  made  it  clear  that  CSEPP  was  not  going  to  build 
a  full  County  EOC,  but  only  fund  that  portion  of  the  EOC  required  for  CSEPP 
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activities.  The  first  few  designs  were  submitted  and  tiad  only  one  or  two  rooms  for 
emergency  management  activities.  The  remaining  rooms  were  for  the  County 
Sheriff  and  the  9-1-1 /dispatch  center.  Negotiations  went  on  with  the  architect 
and  the  County  for  some  time.  Eventually  it  was  discovered  that  the  $2(30XXX) 
limit  had  been  rescinded.  Agreement  was  reached  on  a  renovation  plan  and 
the  County  reports  that  wori<  has  begun. 

CSEPP  policy  does  not  require  a  24  hour  capability.  It  states  that  counties  should 
have  the  notification  capability  located  in  whatever  24  hour  center  they  already 
have.  Tfiere  is  no  requirement  for  it  to  be  co-located. 

poge4: 

para  1 .:  The  cost  limits  were  very  clear  up  front.  The  EOC  standards  were  not 
specific  to  CSEPP.  If  a  county  wanted  an  all-hazard  EOC  then  they  had  to  help 
pay  for  it  or  get  funds  from  FEMA  outside  of  CSEPP.  All  parties  knew  that.  Region 
X  and  OEM  were  a  party  to  the  workgroups  which  were  designing  the  EOC  for 
Morrow  County,  but  not  necessarily  informed  of  all  the  meetings.  Suggestions 
made  in  ttiese  work  groups  by  Region  X  and  OEM  were  as  working  members  of 
a  cooperative  group  responding  to  developmental  issues  and  questions  that 
existed  eariy  in  the  program. 

para  2.:  There  was  no  'arbitrary,  incorrect  policy".  Region  X  and  OEM  were 
applying  standards  and  rules,  as  they  existed  at  the  time,  with  the  full  knowledge 
of  Morrow  County.  The  reference  to  other  counties  in  the  program  is  hearsay. 
There  is  no  reason  for  any  'out  of  pocket'  expenses  for  Morrow  county's  EOC 
project.  The  county  has  had  money  to  spend  since  1991  that  has  been  carried 
from  year  to  yeor.  The  following  is  the  year  by  year  money  that  has  been  and  is 
available  for  Morrow  County  to  spend  on  their  EOC  remodeling:  The  total  here 
is  $329,215,  of  which  $80,838  remains  unspent. 

FY  91  $200X)00 

FY  92  16,490 

FY  93  40,725 

Rent  12,000 

FY  93  25,000 

FY  93  35,000 

para  3.:  From  the  time  this  problem  was  identified.  Region  X  and  OEM  wori<ed 
with  Morrow  County  to  get  this  money  immediately.  This  was  responded  to  on 
Morrow  County's  time  schedule,  and  currently  the  money  is  still  unspent  (see 
above). 
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para  A.:  The  generator  has  been  purchased.  The  problems  encountered  in 
procuring  and  installing  the  generator  were  the  result  of  Morrow  County  actions; 
i.e.,  local  budget  passage,  and  placement  of  the  generator  pad  for  noise.  The 
phone  system  specifications  are  still  being  developed.  These  items  were  not 
funded  as  part  of  the  EOC  renovation  in  order  to  keep  the  cost  of  the  renovation 
down  (within  the  then  existing  limit  of  $200,000).  These  needs  were  to  have  been 
provided  for  by  proposing  them  in  the  communications  equipment  request. 

This  was  done  purely  to  gain  as  much  for  Morrow  County  as  possible  within  the 
legal  limits  of  the  program  requirements.  In  fact,  instead  of  slowing  down  the 
project,  it  maintained  its  momentum  by  not  stopping  a  request  to  add 
subsequent  amendments.  The  "accusation  of  mismanagement  and 
incompetence"  may  be  more  correctly  attributed  to  misunderstanding  by  Morrow 
County  of  the  CCA  process,  and  the  need  to  improve  the  learning  curve  at  the 
county  level. 

para  5.:  In  reference  to  Umatilla  County's  EOC  development,  it  took  a  very 
different  road.  Several  options  were  reviewed.  Some  were  well  within  the 
$200,000  limit  because  no  building  purchase  was  involved.  Also,  the  JIC  was  to 
be  co-located  with  the  EOC  ultimately.  Currently  Umatilla  County  is  pursuing  an 
option  for  a  combination  EOC/JIC  after  other  options  either  failed  or  were  ruled 
out.  The  Morrow  County  EOC  will  cost  significantiy  more  than  $256,000.  To  date 
$329 ,2 15  has  been  allocated  to  Morrow  County's  EOC.  In  addition,  various  items 
of  equipment  will  be  purchased  for  the  EOC  from  other  related  projects,  but 
separate  from  the  renovation  project.  The  generator  and  telephone  system  are 
examples  of  this. 

page  5: 

para  1.:  The  Depot  Commander  has  not  "frequently"  expressed  concern  to  OEM 
about  the  lack  of  a  hotline,  as  stated.  (See  previous  discussion  above).  There  has 
not  been  any  undue  delays  in  purchasing  sirens  or  TARs.  The  process  of 
developing  specifications  and  going  out  for  bids  takes  time  to  do  properly.  No 
"promises"  have  been  made  -  at  least  not  by  OEM.  Again,  we  have  CCAs  with 
the  counties  which  spell  out  what  wort<  will  be  done.  These  work  statements  do 
not  constitute  "promises",  as  much  as  they  represent  goals. 

para  2.:  "..ignore  all  CSEPP  policy  guidance  if  it  contradicts  private  opinions."  This 
is  just  not  true.  It  is  one  person's  opinion.  Again,  an  example  of  a 
misunderstanding  of  both  the  process  and  the  basis  for  decisions  already 
adopted. 
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page  6: 

para  1)  &  2).  Morrow  County  has  no  plan  which  requires  responders  to  go  into 
contaminated  areas,  and  neither  the  state,  FEMA,  nor  the  Army  expect  them  to 
do  so.  These  people  would  not  normally  be  expected  to  go  into  these 
contaminated  or  known  hazard  agent  areas.  Such  issues  are  being  studied  by 
the  Aimy.  not  FEMA,  for  guidance. 

para  3).  MET  stations  are  In  the  FY  94  budget  request.  Currently  Morrow  county 
is  conducting  a  study  on  MET  station  location  and  use.  The  current  plume  models 
are  the  Army's  not  FEMA's. 

page  7: 

para  5).  If  the  county  has  promised  protective  actions  prematurely,  then  program 
credibility  is  at  risk. 

para  6).  Traffic  control  equipment  has  been  included  in  the  FY  94  budget 
request.  The  medical  equipment  will  not  be  requested  until  FEMA  guidance  is 
developed,  based  on  Army  study  results. 

paged: 

para  1 .:  The  only  "obstacle  course"  to  be  encountered  by  Morrow  County  Is  the 
standards  and  guidance  established  by  the  Army.  FEMA.  and  the  CCA  process. 
Morrow  County  is  a  full  partner  in  developing  yearly  work  plans  and  budgets  and 
has  had  opportunities  to  contribute  to  the  development  of  standards  and 
guidelines. 

para  6.:  The  traffic  control  equipment  was  in  the  FY  94  Budget,  but  the  medical 
equipment  and  the  vans  were  not. 

page  9: 

para  1.:  Local  priorities  can  Impact  the  Benchmarics  by  establishing  requirements 
in  local  plans.  If  local  plans  are  developed  and  published,  then  the  benchmari<s 
and  priorities  can  be  modified  to  accommodate  local  requirements. 

para  2.:  The  Depot  does  not  have  IBS.  However,  at  the  beginning  of  the  CSEPP, 
Judge  Carison  made  it  very  clear  that  he  wanted  a  computer  system  for  the 
county. 
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para  4,5.  and  page  10,  para  1.: 

Statutory/Funding  Authority  for  Emergency  Program  Management  within  Oregon 

The  legal  authority  for  emergency  management  programs  and  planning  in 
Oregon  is  Oregon  Revised  Statutes,  Chapter  401 .  This  chapter  grants  authority  to 
the  Governor  to  establish  a  state  emergency  management  agency.  ORS  401 .305 
mandates  each  county  within  the  State  to  establish  an  emergency  management 
agency  which  is  directly  responsible  to  the  executive  officer  or  governing  body 
of  that  county.  At  the  time  of  the  CSDP's  creation.  Morrow  County  was  not  in 
compliance  with  this  statute.  Accordingly,  ORS  40 1 .0 1 5  (2)  authorizes  the  state  to 
prepare  for  emergencies,  but  not  assume  authority  or  responsibility  for  responding 
to  emergencies  unless: 

1.  The  appropriate  response  is  beyond  the  capability  of  the  city  or 
county  in  which  it  occurs. 

2.  The  city  or  county  fails  to  act. 

3.  The  emergency  involves  two  or  more  counties. 

Responsibility  for  the  safety  of  the  citizens  of  Oregon  rests  with  the  Governor. 
Oregon's  Emergency  Management  and  Services  Statement  of  Policy  and  Purpose 
by  the  Legislature  provides  authorities  related  to  emergency  management  and 
seryices  intended  to  reduce  the  vulnerability  of  the  State  to  loss  of  life,  injury  to 
persons  or  property  and  human  suffering  and  financial  loss  resulting  from 
emergencies,  and  to  provide  for  recovery  and  relief  assistance  for  the  victims  of 
such  occurrences. 

Oregon  Emergency  Management  coordinates  the  CSEPP  within  the  state  and 
sub-state  jurisdictions.  It  has  authority  to  enter  into  agreements  on  behalf  of  the 
Govenx)r  and  is  the  'sole'  governmental  agency  designated  to  negotiate, 
accept  and/or  administer  grants  from  the  federal  government  for  emergency 
management  and  emergency  services.  It  is  the  liaison  between  federal  and 
ancillary  agencies.  Oregon  Emergency  Management  is  also  responsible  for 
interstate  and  intrastate  agreements,  interagency  cooperative  agreements,  funds 
allocations,  and  program/contractor  contacts  related  to  CSEPP. 

Oregon  negotiates  and  accepts  funds  from  FEMA  through  the  federal 
Comprehensive  Cooperative  Agreement  (CCA)  process.  This  is  consistent  with 
ORS  401.280(1)  and  ORS  401.480.  All  emergency  management  programs  within 
the  State,  which  are  federally  funded,  are  performed  on  a  cost  reimbursement 
basis.  Counties  are  authorized,  under  ORS  401 .325,  to  make  appropriations  and 
levy  taxes  for  the  emergency  management  programs.     Any  change  in  this 
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funding  process  would  require  a  change  in  State  Law.  Oregon  Emergency 
Management  does  solicit  input  from  CSEPP  counties  prior  to  negotiation  witti 
FEMA  and  cor«ults  with  these  counties  during  the  negotiation  process. 

Morrow  County  was  involved  in  the  budget  and  CCA  development  process  for 
FY  94.  They  were  very  late  in  getting  their  input  into  the  system  in  time  to  meet 
critical  suspense  dates.  In  fact.  Morrow  County  failed  to  attend  a  meeting 
concerning  the  94  CCA  and  budget  process  just  prior  to  the  input  date.  This 
meeting  was  held  in  Umatilla  County.  Morrow  County's  input  to  this  important 
process  consisted  of  hand  written  pages  sporadically  FAX'd  over  several  days 
past  the  required  input  date. 

page  10: 

para  2.:  Personnel  Distribution  The  following  is  a  list  of  CSEPP  positions,  with  dates 
of  hire  of  individuals.  Unless  otherwise  indicated,  dates  reflect  assignment  or  hiring 
under  the  CSEPP  payroll: 

Oregon  Stote: 

Myra  Lee,  Director,  Oregon  Emergency  Management 

0.25  RE 

Date  of  Assignment:   FY  93 

David  Cassel,  CSEP  Program  Manager 

0.5  RE 

Date  of  Assignment:  3/90 

Raymond  Kelly,  CSEP  Program  Coordinator 

LORE 

Date  of  Hire:    10/89 

Harold  Freeman,  CSEPP  Exercise  &  Training  Coordinator 

LORE 

Date  of  Hire:  9/90 

Margaret  Fitch,  CSEPP  Administrative  Assistant 

LORE 

Date  of  Hire:    11/90 

Steve  Hathaway,  CSEPP  Systems  Analyst 

LORE 

Date  of  Hire:    12/90 
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Tom  Worden,  CSEPP  Public  Information  Officer 

LORE 

Dote  of  Assignment:  7/92 

Sharon  Kennedy,  CSEPP  Communications  Coordinator 

LORE 

Dote  of  Hire:  3/93 

Total  OEM  RE:  7.25.  includes  0.5  RE  Rnanciai  Coordinator. 
Umatilla  County: 

Dennis  Olson 

County  Emergency  Coordinator 

0.25  RE 

Date  of /Assignment:   FY  90 

Renee  Carlson 

Bi-Count/  Administrative  Assistant 

LORE 

Date  of  Hire:   FY  90 

Barbara  Bishop 

CSEPP  ADP  Specialist 

LORE 

Date  of  Hire:  3/90 

Don  Webber 

CSEPP  Technician 

LORE 

Date  of  Hire:   10/92 

Alex  Lennox 

Bi-Count/  Communications  Coordinator 

LORE 

Date  of  Hire:  3/93 

Total  Umatilla  Cnuntv  FTE:  4.5  includes  0.25  RF  Systems  Analyst 
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Morrow  County: 

Martha  Doherty 
CSEPP  ADP  Specialist 
1.0  nt 
Date  of  Hire:  2/91 

Casey  Beard 

CSEPP  Technician  (Planner) 

1.0  FTE 

Date  of  Hire:  8/92 

Lynn  Morice 

Bi-County  Training  and  Exercise  Coordinator 

1.0  FTE 

Date  of  Hire:   10/90 

Total  Morrow  County  FTE:  3.00 

Total  IRZ  Count/  CSEPP  Employees:   7.6  FTE 

In  FY  94  2  more  employees  will  be  added  to  the  staff  of  Morrow  County  and  1 .5 
to  Umatilla  County  and  none  to  the  State. 

para  3.:  This  is  untrue.  The  FY  92  budget  cut  was  coordinated  with  the  counties. 
A  great  deal  of  explaining  was  done  to  ensure  that  all  concerned  understood  the 
dilemma.  The  FY  92  budget  was  not  approved  until  well  into  the  FY.  Much  of  the 
work  was  fully  under  way  as  authorized  by  a  federal  continuing  resolution.  No 
EOC  funds  were  lost  nor  was  the  progress  of  the  process  interrupted,  it  should  be 
pointed  out  again  that  Casey  Beard  was  not  yet  hired  and  not  a  part  of  these 
activities  at  the  time. 

page  11: 

para  1 .:  The  cities  are  part  of  the  county  and  the  county  has  the  responsibility  to 
include  them  in  their  plans  and  activities,  not  the  state.  The  focus  of  the  program 
is  the  counties.  It  is  a  cooperative  program  in  which  all  parties  must  work  together 
to  make  the  most  of  the  available  resources.  The  system  in  which  the  program 
functions  is  designed  to  provide  support  to  the  counties  within  the  law. 
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para  2.:  Counties  get  about  30%  now,  vy/hich  does  not  include  county  costs  paid 
by  the  State  on  joint  elements.  In  the  future,  they  will  get  even  more  as  the 
program  matures  and  systems  are  installed  which  will  require  maintenance.  The 
salary  difference  is  not  anywhere  near  $16-17,000.  The  difference  is  more  like  $7- 
9,000,  but  the  county  benefit  package  is  43%,  while  the  State  package-is  38%. 

para  3.:  Casey  Beard  is  often  referred  to  as  the  Director  of  Emergency  Services 
of  Morrow  Count/,  but  he  is  in  fact  the  CSEPP  Program  Technician,  allegedly  full 
time.  If  this  is  not  the  case,  i.e.  a  CSEPP  RE,  then  they  are  using  CSEPP  money  to 
pay  for  time  and  work  not  authorized. 
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EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT 

Casey  F.  Beard 

Manager 
CSEPP  Coordinator  /  Planner 
Septembers,  1993 


The  Honorable  Mike  Synar 
Chairman,  Environment,  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  Subcommittee 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
2167  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 
Washington.  B.C.  20515-6143 


Chairman  Synar, 

I  strongly  object  to  the  assertion  by  the  office  of  Oregon  Emergency  (Management 
(OEt\A)  that  I  presented  a  "willful  distortion  of  the  facts"  in  my  testimony  before  your 
subcommittee  on  July  16,  1993.  The  Director  of  Oregon  Emergency  tiAanagemenfs  letter 
challenging  my  testimony  is  filled  with  factual  errors,  sophistry,  disingenuous  arguments 
and  hubris.  We  have  provided  a  point  by  point  rebuttal  of  Oregon  Emergency 
r^anagemenfs  "corrections"  {see  enclosures}  to  the  committee's  professional  staff.  I  am 
deeply  offended  that  the  Director  of  Oregon  Emergency  f^anagement  elected  to 
personalize  this  issue  and  feel  compelled  to  clearly  prove  that  my  testimony  Is  a  true 
assessment  of  the  state  of  the  CSEP  Program  in  h/lorrow  County. 

We  are  rather  bemused  by  the  defensiveness  my  testimony  engendered  from  a 
state  agency  not  central  to  the  GAO  report.  As  the  thrust  of  my  comments  addressed  the 
local  perspective  of  CSEPP  in  general,  and  FEMA,  and  DOD's  role  In  the  process 
specifically,  references  to  Oregon  Emergency  tJlanagement  were  essentially  peripheral 
and  intended  to  demonstrate  how  an  additional  layer  of  bureaucracy  further  complicates 
and  slows  the  process  of  achieving  "IMaximum  Protection"  for  our  at  risk  citizens. 

The  Oregon  Emergency  (Management  Director's  letter  typifies  a  preoccupation  with 
bureaucratic  proceduralism  over  results.  While  inaccurately  sniping  at  local  actions  and 
trying  to  transfer  blame,  Oregon  Emergency  (Management  completely  misses  the  central 
theme  of  my  comments  and  the  GAO  testimony  -  that  we  are  not  able  to  protect  our 
citizens  If  an  accident  happens  today!  On  reflection,  the  Oregon  Emergency  (Management 
Director's  letter  provides  a  telling  indictment  of  the  system  she  endeavors  to  defend. 
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Oregon  Emergency  Management's  corrections  never  touch  on  the  Issues  your 
committee  addressed  -  why  after  five  years  and  $187,000,000  do  local  communities  still 
lack  alert  and  notification  systems  and  protective,  decontamination  and  response 
equipment?  One  Is  tempted  to  suspect  that  from  Oregon  Emergency  Management's 
perspective  250  miles  away  on  the  other  side  of  the  Cascade  Mountains,  the  program  is 
going  quite  nicely.  One  might  further  suspect  that  Oregon  Emergency  Management's  real 
concern  is  that  my  testimony  may  threaten  Oregon  Emergency  Management's  vested 
Interest  in  the  status  quo. 

While  Oregon  Emergency  Management  may  tie  satisfied  with  CSEPP's  rate  of 
progress,  those  of  us  who  live  near  the  Depot  are  not.  If  the  threat  Is  real  enough  today 
to  justify  spending  $187,000,000  tax  dollars,  then  the  threat  must  tie  real  enough  to 
address  with  urgency. 

We  greatly  appreciate  your  concern  with  this  program  and  the  opportunity  your 
subcommittee  afforded  us  to  state  our  position.  Your  continued  Interest  Is  requested  In 
reviewing  Oregon  Emergency  Management's  letter  of  July  19,  1993  {with  enclosure}  and 
our  response  to  their  allegations,  it  Is  our  sincere  conviction  that  a  careful  consideration 
of  both  documents  will  fully  vindicate  our  position.  Once  again,  thank  you  for  your 
consideration. 

Very  Truly  Yours, 


iA.Mj 


Casey  f.  Beard 

Morrow  County,  Oregon 

Morrow  County  Emergency  Management  Director/CSEPP  Planner. 


[Supporting  documentation  provided  to  the  subconmittee  by  Morrow  County 
is  on  file  in  the  subconnnittee  office.] 
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Following  is  Morrow  County's  response  to  Oregon  Emergency  Management's 
(OEM)  letter  and  enclosure  challenging  testimony  presented  on  the  county's  behalf  before 
the  House  Environment,  Energy,  and  Natural  Resources  Subcommittee  on  July  16,  1993, 
regarding  the  local  perception  of  the  Chemical  Stockpile  Emergency  Preparedness 
Program  (CSEPP).  All  responses  are  keyed  to  OEM's  draft  letter  of  July  19,  1993  {with 
enclosure}.  The  page  numbers  and  reference  system  to  specific  items  have  been 
inserted  by  Morrow  County, 
la.      OEM  Contention:   "As  a  matter  of  record  just  3.75  years  have  passed  since  we 

t>egan  work  on  CSEPP  In  Oregon,  not  five  years  as  Morrow  County  has  stated". 
Morrow  County  Response:  A  Phase  One  planning  support  for  Umatilla  and  Morrow 

County  performed  by  Schneider  Engineering  {S.E.  Technologies,  Inc.}  was 

undenvay  in  1987  and  Ms.  Thompson  Lee  of  OEM  was  personally  briefed  on  this 

effort.  {Enclosure  1,2} 

B.  Oregon  received  $100,000  in  f^'89  {October  1,  1988}  according  to  FEMA 

produced  documents.{Enclosure  3}  Using  this  date,  the  program  has  been  active 

in  Oregon  for  4.75  years. 

*  It  appears  OEM  t>egins  the  CSEPP  calendar  in  Oregon  the  day  the  first  full  time 

state  CSEPP  employee  was  hired. 

**  OEM's  umbrage  at  this  point  Is  Irrelevant.  My  comments  were  referring  to  the 

program  In  general  and  to  Chairman  Synar's  letter  of  July  6,  1993,  requesting  my 

testimony.   {Enclosure  4} 

***   If  required,  additional  statements  and  documents  from  S.E.  Technologies 

personnel  and  county  officials  can  be  provided  to  further  confirm  that  CSEPP,  and 

its  predecessor,  the  Chemical  Stockpile  Disposal  Program,  have  been  active  in 

Oregon  for  longer  than  3.75  years, 
lb.      OEM  Contention:  The  writer,  Casey  Beard,  has  been  an  employee  since  August. 

1992.  and  still  lacks  some  basic  understanding  of  the  programs  requirements'. 
Morrow  County  Response:  This  Is  an  ad  hominem  argument.  I  have  read  all  the  available 

program  documents  and  planning  guidance,reviewed  available  historical  flies  and 

consulted  at  length  with  local  officials  and  response  personnel.  State  and  FEMA 
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Region  X  staff  and  (wfien  possible)  other  localities  participating  In  the  program  as 
well  as  technical  support  contractors.  In  short  order,  I  came  to  understand 
program  requirements  and  could  see  that  they  were  not  being  achieved.  Indeed, 
It  was  my  use  of  planning  guidance  standards  and  policy  statements  (which  were 
unmet  or  Ignored)  during  the  first  regional  meeting  I  attended  that  started  our 
struggle  with  OEhA  and  FEhAA,  Region  X  to  get  CSEPP  on  track  to  meet  our  local 
response  needs. 

As  a  highly  successful  senior  Army  officer,  I  became  accustomed  to  rapidly 
grasping  the  reins  of  complex  programs  and  large  organizations.  I  was  able  to 
become  an  effective  leader  and  manager  within  a  very  short  period.  Compared  to 
many  of  the  challenges  I  successfully  met  while  sen/ing  in  the  Army,  CSEPP  Is  a 
relatively  simple  program  that  a  competent  person  should  toe  able  to  rapidly 
comprehend.  In  summary,  this  assertion  is  both  malicious  and  false. 

1c.  OEM  Contention:  "hAorrow  County  Is  not  a  County  that  receives  FEMA  funds  for  an 
emergency  management  program.  It  has  never  had  an  emergency  management 
program  director  full  time.  They  still  do  not.  CSEPP  has  been  the  framework  for 
their  all-hazard  emergency  program". 

t^orrow  County  Response:  My  testimony  on  July  16,  1993  addressed  these  very  Issues. 
Morrow  County  has  been  denied  FEh/IA  Emergency  Management  Assistance  (EMA) 
grant  funds  from  the  State,  although  we  face  multiple  hazards  In  addition  to  the 
Umatilla  Army  Depot  chemical  warfare  agents.  In  response  to  our  request,  we 
have  toeen  told  by  OEM  that  there  Is  no  prospect  of  future  EMA  grant  funding  and 
that  we  are  sixth  or  seventh  on  the  waiting  list  of  counties  requesting  support.  As 
the  system  in  Oregon  currently  works,  we  will  have  to  wait  for  counties  currently 
participating  in  the  program  to  withdraw  before  we  will  be  accepted.  In  other 
words,  forget  It.  I  am  not  a  full  time  Emergency  Management  Director.  I  serve  In 
this  capacity  as  an  'extra  duty"  at  the  direction  of  the  County  Court.{Enclosure  5} 
As  I  am  an  exempted  employee,  the  court  Is  within  Its  rights  to  make  this 
assignment  of  extra  duties  teased  on  Oregon  Revised  Statues.{Enclosure  6}  To 
make  CSEPP  work,  It  Is  essentiai  to  have  someone  with  the  authority  of  the 
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Emergency  Management  Director,  even  If  not  on  a  fulltime  basis.  Ms.  Sheila 
Canavan  of  the  Sutj-Committee's  Professional  Staff  was  fully  appraised  of  the 
nature  of  my  duties  and  all  correspondence  I  submitted  reflected  the  title 
Emergency  Mar  -^aement  DIrector/CSEPP  Planner,  Coordinator.  CSEPP  has  been 
the  framewou:  for  our  all-hazard  emergency  program.  Because  the  County  has 
started  from  scratch,  we  are  not  augmenting  existing  capabilities  and  may  require 
more  from  the  program  to  achieve  "Maximum  Protection"  than  other  communities 
with  pre-existing  resources. 

1d.  OEM  Contention:  "If  the  plans  are  "hollow"  or  inadequate  to  meet  the  county  needs 
and  direction  it  must  be  remembered  that  they  directly  reflect  the  Input  of  the 
county". 

Morrow  County  Response:  The  counties  are  required  to  plan  although  we  do  not  have 
the  resources  to  actually  make  the  plan  work  in  a  timely,  responsive  manner. 
Externally  developed  County  plans,  for  Instance,  initially  called  for  the  Irrigon 
Volunteer  Fire  Department  to  perform  route  alerting.  Yet,  the  Department  had  not 
been  asked  if  they  actually  could  and  would  perform  this  mission.  When  I  showed 
them  the  plan,  their  answer  to  both  questions  was  "no".  Therefore,  this  aspect  of 
our  alert  and  notification  plan  was  deleted.  During  the  plan  review  process, 
however,  neither  OEM  or  FEMA,  Region  X  show  any  great  concern  with  a  plan's 
utility  so  long  as  there  are  words  on  paper  in  the  proper  format. 
In  the  interim,  until  essential  response  capabilities  are  in  place,  the  county  has 
adopted  a  simple  "Shelter  In  Place"  default  Protective  Action  Strategy  based  on 
current  capabilitles.{Enclosure  7}  We  fully  recognize  that  this  plan  may  not 
provide  even  "Minimum  Protection"  but  It  is  the  best  we  can  do  with  the  resources 
and  training  available  today.  FEMA,  Region  X  officials,  however,  continue  to 
pressure  us  to  change  this  policy  before  training  or  resources,  necessary  for  a 
successful  evacuation,  are  made  available. 
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1e.  OEM  Contention:  'Any  belief  that  the  plans  were  Inadequate  has  not  been  reported 
In  their  Quarterly  Report". 

Morrow  County  Response:  Historically,  the  Quarterly  Reports  have  not  been  used  as  a 
mechanism  to  evaluate  qualitative  Issues  but  to  list  significant  events  and  work 
accomplished.  This  Is  a  moot  point,  however,  as  county  officials  have  repeatedly 
and  bluntly  told  OEM  staff  -  face-to-face  -  that  If  a  major  accident  happens 
tomorrow  It  will  result  In  disaster.fTapes  of  December  29, 1993  meeting  available} 

1g.  OEM  Contention:  "If  the  training  and  exercises  do  not  meet  the  needs  of  the 
county  this  has  not  been  expressed  at  the  Joint  meetings  In  which  exercise  and 
training  goals  and  objectives  have  been  established". 

Morrow  County  Response:  Many  of  the  most  contentious,  bitter,  and  frustrating  meetings 
we  have  attended  have  been  training  and  exercise  meetings.  If  OEM  has  not  noted 
our  concerns  and  frustration  with  these  elements  of  CSEPP,  they  are  deliberately 
Ignoring  local  Input.   {Enclosure  8,  multiple  documents} 

1h.  OEM  Contention:  "OEM  and  FEMA,  Region  X  have  coordinated  at  all  times,  every 
aspect  of  this  program  with  Morrow  County.  This  coordination  takes  place 
informally  at  daily  and  weekly  face  to  face  meetings,  and  over  the  phone. 
Formally,  meetings  are  held  quarterly  and  as  required  to  accomplish  specific  tasks. 
These  meetings  are  scheduled  on  a  Joint  calendar  and  recorded  with  meeting 
notes  and  agendas". 

Morrow  County  Response:  We  believe  the  prima  facia  evidence  supports  our  posiltion 
on  this  point.  Even  a  casual  review  of  the  GAO  Report  and  the  20  enclosures 
submitted  with  my  original  testimony  Indicate  that  this  assertion  is  Incorrect.  Face 
to  face  meetings  with  OEM  staff  are  a  rarity  and  follow  no  schedule.  The  regional 
quarterly  meetings  have  degenerated  Into  a  forum  for  open,  internecine  bickering. 
At  the  November  4-5,  1992,  Regional  CSEPP  Meeting  held  in  Kennewick, 
Washington  all  participants,  except  OEM,  voted  to  adopt  a  coordinated,  regional 
approach  to  deal  with  all  aspects  of  planning  for  the  Umatilla  Depot  Activity.  OEM 
refused  to  cooperate  and  essentially  boycotted  the  remainder  of  the  meeting, 
precluding  any  meaningful  coordination.    Similarly,  the  most  recent  Regional 
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Quarterly  Meeting,  April  28-29,  1993,  ended  with  a  decision  to  drastically 
restructure  the  meetings  because  nothing  was  ever  accomplished,  participants 
fought  over  all  the  same  old  issues  without  resolving  them  and  the  meetings  were 
an  expensive  waste  of  tax  payer's  money. 

1i.       OEM  Contention:     "  In  negotiations  for  developing  budgets  and  allocating 
resources,  Morrow  County  has  been  a  full  partner  in  reaching  decisions". 

Morrow  County  Response:  In  the  past,  resource  allocation  decisions  have  been  unilateral 
and  arbitrary.  {Enclosure  9,  10}  Historically,  the  counties  have  not  been  active, 
co-equal  partners  in  the  budget  development  process.  {Enclosure  1 1}  Although 
there  was  improvement  this  year,  due  in  large  part  to  the  counties'  forceful 
insistence  on  being  a  part  of  the  process,  we  were  still  kept  from  attending  a 
meeting  at  FEMA,  Region  X  to  defend  our  budget  {Enclosure  12,  13}.  Subsequent 
to  our  submissions  we  were  informally  told  that  OEM  would  not  support  a  key 
component  of  our  request,  two  15  passenger  vans  for  the  Irrigon  and  Boardman 
Volunteer  Fire  Departments.  This  gets  to  the  heart  of  the  hollow  plans  issue.  We 
are  required  to  identify  special  populations  -  i.e.,  school  children,  latch  key 
children,  invalids,  the  deaf  and  blind,  stranded  boaters,  -  in  our  plans.  The 
volunteer  fire  departments  who  would  have  to  move  these  people  to  shelters  or 
evacuate  them  have  no  means  to  do  so.  This  was  highlighted  during  the  April  15th 
Direction  and  Control  Exercise  when  we  relayed  information  on  special  needs 
people  requiring  transport  to  Irrigon  officials.  Their  response  was  -  "fine  but  how 
do  you  expect  us  to  move  them?"  Similar  vans  have  been  provided  to  IRZ 
communities  across  the  Columbia  River  in  Washington  State.  At  approximately 
$36,000  for  both  vehicles,  this  is  the  kind  of  immediate,  cost  effective  equipment 
that  could  actually  save  lives  if  an  accident  happens  tomorrow.  CSEPP  Planning 
Guidance,  cited  in  our  submission,  supports  purchase  of  this  type  of  equipment. 
{Enclosure  14} 
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1j.  OEM  Contention:  "Even  considering  ttie  frustrations  that  we  all  have  at  times,  the 
county  has  never  before  referred  to  OEM  and  Region  X  as  'road  fa/oc/cs'." 

Morrow  County  Response:  We  concede  this  point.  We  have  not  previously  referred  to 
OEM  and  FEMA,  Region  X  with  the  specific  phrase  "road  blocks".  We  felt  that  a 
term  that  could  be  printed  in  the  Congressional  Record  was  more  appropriate  than 
those  actually  used. 

1k.       OEM  Contention:  "Morrow  County  has  3.5  full  time  CSEPP  employees". 

Morrow  County  Response:  Morrow  County  does  not  have  3.5  full  time  CSEPP  employees. 
On  page  14  and  15  of  their  own  enclosure,  OEM  lists  the  Morrow  County 
employees  which  total  three  Full  Time  Employees  (FTEs).  The  correct  answer, 
however,  is  2.75  as  Martha  Doherty  is  not  a  full  time  employee.  This  was  most 
recently  pointed  out  to  OEM  in  a  memo  from  the  County's  Personnel  Director  dated 
May  18,  1993.  {Enclosure  15} 

2a.  OEM  Contention:  Since  FY'90,  when  the  Oregon  program  began,  $4,052,000  has 
been  allocated  to  Oregon.  This  includes  FY'93.  Morrow  County's  share  has  been 
24%  for  FY'93.  From  the  state  allocation  of  CSEPP  funds  the  county  realizes 
various  expenses  that  by  their  nature  are  more  logically  and  efficiently 
accomplished  for  the  two  counties  and  the  state  under  one  line  item.  Examples 
of  this  are  paying  the  leased  lines  charges  for  data  transmission  between  the  State 
and  Counties;  contracting  for  technical  studies  for  communications  improvements, 
automation  systems;  purchases  of  common  equipment  which  Is  located  in  the 
county;  various  PIO  products;  and  training  and  exercise  activities  paid  for  from  the 
state  allocation.  Dividing  these  dollar  values  out  would  increase  the  county's  share 
*near  30%.  To  say  that  the  county  has  received  only  $320,000  In  five  years  is 
grossly  incorrect.  Morrow  county  has  received  approximately  $730,000  in  the  3. 75 
years  that  the  program  has  been  in  existence.  This  does  not  include  all  the 
county's  expenses  paid  from  the  State's  budget  allocation  as  described  above. 
*Word  missing  on  OEM  orgininal. 

Morrow  County  Response:  OEMs  statement  contains  many  disingenuous  claims  and 
some  very  Interesting  mathematics.  It  Is  very  difficult  to  be  precise  In  addressing 
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OEM's  defense  of  their  spending  policies  since  we  have  very  limited  access  to 
accounting  documents  and  virtually  no  voice  In  establishing  priorities.  Based  on 
this  document  and  discussions  with  OEM  staff  at  Morrow  County  Court  on  July  21, 
1993,  we  have  asked  for  a  full  and  complete  accounting  of  the  $730,000  spent  in 
our  name.  To  date,  this  has  not  been  provided.  This  approach  to  fiscal  control 
displays  the  rampant  hubris  endemic  in  OEM's  dealing  with  the  counties. 
Specifics  of  OEM's  assertion  which  we  challenge  are: 

A  The  CSDP/CSEP  Program  was  unden^/ay  In  Oregon  prior  to  Ff90.  (See 
la) 

B.  To  date,  we  are  only  aware  ofgns.  PIO  product  done  In  our  name  -  the  1993 
CSEPP  calendar.  This  document  contained  numerous  errors  (I.e.  missing 
days  and  31  days  in  February)  and  was  a  source  of  local  controversy  and 
public  criticism.  The  counties  ended  up  with  all  the  work  and  expense  of 
distributing  this  product.  From  our  point  of  view,  the  state's  help  was  of 
little  use  on  this  project.  This  task  could  have  been  performed  better  and 
for  less  money  at  the  local  level. 

C.  Many  of  the  computers  purchased  In  our  name  have  never  been  turned  on 
or  hooked  up.  Indeed,  the  counties  were  not  actually  supplied  with 
functioning,  stand  alone  PC's  but  with  "dumb"  terminals  with  only  one 
function.  They  were  supplied  for  an  automation  effort  that  was  canceled. 
Now  the  equipment  sits  in  county  office  buildings.  Idly  collecting  dust  - 
reminding  us  of  the  "efficiency"  of  OEM. 

D.  Based  on  our  analysis  of  the  "one"  study  (not  studies)  regarding 
communications  that  we  are  aware  of,  the  Moss  Bay  Study,  we  think  that 
local  needs  were  not  adequately  addressed.  The  Moss  Bay  Study  appears 
to  be  flawed  in  some  of  its  technical  aspects  and  many  of  its 
recommendations  were  deleted  in  the  final  Alert/Notification  and 
Communications  Grant.{Enclosure  16} 

E.  The  mathematics  in  OEM's  argument  baffle  us.  By  our  calculations,  if  we 
accept  OEM's  statement  at  face  value,  that  we  received  30%  of  total  funding 
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(30%  of  $4,052,000),  our  total  should  be  $1,215,600,  not  $730,000  as  stated 
by  OEM.  The  total  $730,000  Is  approximately  18%  of  the  total  OEM  has 
received,  not  24%  or  30%  as  stated.  This  Is  a  matter  of  great  concern  to  us, 
as  we  believe  It  graphically  points  out  how  the  resources  are  not  getting  to 
the  local  level  to  develop  response  capabilities  as  Congress  Intended. 
F.  After  reviewing  this  Issue  and  my  testimony,  OEM  should  have  observed  that 
the  GAO's  specific  question  my  testimony  was  t>ased  on,  asked  how  much 
money  and  equipment  had  been  received  directly  by  the  county? 
{Enclosure  17}  Subsequent  to  submitting  this  material  to  GAO  personnel, 
the  figure  has  Increased  based  on  work  on  our  Emergency  Operations 
Center  (EOC)  which  brought  the  total  to  approximately  $320,000  in  funds 
actually  reimbursed.  Beyond  that,  I  stated  before  the  subcommittee  that 
over  $100,000  was  owed  to  Morrow  County  by  OEM  which  would  bring  the 
total  to  over  $400,000  ($75,000  plus  approximately  $23,500  for  the 
generator). {Enclosure  18} 
2b.  OEM  Contention:  "On  October  2,  1989  (the  first  day  of  fiscal  year  1990),... 
Morrow  County  Response:  To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  the  federal  fiscal  year  always 

begins  on  October  1. 
2c.      OEM  Contention:   "On  October  23,  1989,  the  State  and  local  CSDP  Coordinator 

met  with  the  UMDA  Commander  (LTC  Larry  Sparks)  for  the  first  time". 
Morrow  County  Response:  Based  on  the  recollection  of  Individuals  active  In  the  program 
at  the  time,  CSDP/CSEPP  personnel  first  met  the  UMDA  Commander  at  his  Change 
of  Command  ceremony  In  July,  1989. 
2d.      OEM  Contention:  Morrow  County  had  no  emergency  management  employees  or 
program.  It  was  at  his  (Judge  Louis  Carlson)  request  that  the  one  local  employee 
serve  both  counties. 
Morrow  County  Response:  Based  on  the  recollection  of  county  and  contractor  personnel 
present  at  the  meeting.  Judge  Carlson  did  not  make  the  request  that  one  local 
employee  serve  both  counties. 
2e.      OEM  Contention:     The  Chemical  Stockpile  Disposal  Program,  (which  led  to 
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creation  of  the  Chemical  Stocl(pile  Emergency  Preparedness  Program  {CSEPP}), 
in  this  State  has  been  in  effect  for  three  years,  nine  months'. 
l\^orrow  County  Response:  See  la.  As  an  OEM  staff  member  has  condescendingly 
pointed  out,  fi/lorrow  and  Umatilla  Counties  are  part  of  Oregon.  Accordingly,  we 
believe  that  the  appropriate  starting  date  should  be  November,  1987  when  S.E. 
Technologies  started  working  for  the  counties.  From  this  starting  point,  CSEPP  and 
its  predecessor  have  been  active  in  Oregon  for  nearly  six  years. 
3.        OEM    Contention:       Statutory/Funding   Authority    for    Emergency    Program 
Management  within  Oregon  (rather  than  cite  specific  sections  of  page  three  of 
OEM's  draft  enclosure,  this  topic  will  be  addressed  in  toto). 
Morrow  County  Response:  ORS  401  clearly  places  the  primary  responsibility  for 
emergency  response  at  the  local  -  not  state  -  level: 

401.015  Statement  of  Policy  and  Purpose  (2).  It  is  declared 
to  be  the  policy  and  intent  of  the  Legislative  Assembly  that 
preparations  for  emergencies  and  governmental  responsibility 
for  responding  to  emergencies  be  placed  at  the  local  level. 
To  the  tiest  of  our  knowledge,  the  Governor  of  Oregon  has  not  assumed 
responsibility  during  any  CSEPP  exercises  nor  been  an  active  participant  In  any 
drills.  It  should  further  be  noted  that  OEM  never  offered  EMA  planning  assistance 
to  Morrow  County.  When  S.E.  Technologies  began  Phase  I  emergency  planning 
In  1987,  they  helped  Morrow  County  prepare  Its  Urst  basic  all-hazards  Emergency 
Operations  Procedures  (EOP)  and  then  developed  CSEPP  appendices  to  the  EOP. 
Morrow  County  does  not  disagree  with  OEM's  description  In  paragraphs  three  and 
four  of  page  three  regarding  how  the  federal  grant  and  CCA  process  work.  What 
we  are  challenging  Is  the  process  itself.  It  adds  additional,  unnecessary  layers  of 
bureaucracy  with  Inherent  expense  and  delay.  We  believe  the  process  should  be 
amended  to  allow  the  funds  Intended  for  the  counties  and  municipalises  to  be 
passed  directly  to  the  counties.    Currently,  we  are  being  required  to  front  end"  a 
federally  mandated  program  from  local  resources  and  then  await  reimbursement. 
In  Morrow  County,  this  has  caused  us  to  technically  violate  our  fiscal  policy 
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whereby  a  department  canr\ot  commit  funds  It  does  not  have  on  hand.  Our 
position  Is  -  we  know  we  have  the  responsibility  to  respond  to  a  CSEPP  accident, 
we  accept  that  responsibility  so  give  us  the  resources  we  need  to  meet  It. 

4a.  OEM  Contention:  The  Implication  of  the  Commissioner's  letter,  the  Hermlston 
Police  Chief's  letter,  and  the  testimony  Is  that  FEfJIA,  Region  X,  OEf^  and  the  Army 
are  responsible  for  executing  county  responsibilities". 

Morrow  County  Response:  This  is  a  novel  interpretation  of  the  referenced 

documents  and  testimony.  The  point  Is  that  FEMA,  FEMA  Region  X,  and  OEM  are 
delaying  our  ability  to  meet  our  responsibility. 

4b.  OEM  Contention:  Trior  to  'CSEPP',  Morrow  County  did  not  have  a  comprehensive 
emergency  management  system  as  mandated  by  the  State.  They  did  not  initiate 
a  program  until  CSEPP  funding  was  provided  in  1990". 

Morrow  County  Response:  The  county's  response  began  in  1987  with  the  assistance  of 
S.E.  Technologies  -  not  1990  (see  la,  2e,  3).  Further,  this  statement  points  out  the 
"Catch  22"  position  OEM  places  us  In  by  expecting  the  county  to  execute  a  very 
demanding  emergency  response  while  offering  no  support  other  than  CSEPP.  We 
have  been  forced  to  start  from  scratch  and  additional  funds  are  not  likely  to  be 
provided. 

4c.  OEM  Contention:  "The  CSEPP  was  initiated  in  Oregon  in  October  1989,  FY'90.  To 
date  that  equates  to  three  years,  nine  months". 

Morrow  County  Response:  See  la,  2e,  and  4b. 

4d.  OEM  Contention:  "The  Public  Law  that  requires  "Maximum  Protection"  for  CSEPP, 
and  for  which  funding  is  provided.  Is  separate  and  apart  from  the  state  statutory 
mandate  to  provide  for  an  emergency  management  program  or  an  emergency 
sen/ices  system". 

Morrow  County  Response:  However,  it  does  apply  to  states  and  counties  who  agree  to 
accept  CSEPP  funds.  Program  guidance  stresses  all-hazard  integration  with 
specific  references  to  inclusion  of  SARA  Title  III  programs  and  LEPCs.{Enclosure 
19}  In  Oregon,  all  LEPC  funds  are  centrally  maintained  and  not  passed  through 
to  local  jurisdictions.  To  date,  we  have  been  unable  to  enter  SARA  Title  III 
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HAZMAT  data  into  the  CSEPP  Integrated  Baseline  System  (IBS)  due  to  a  system 
format  problem.  This  precludes  an  integrated,  all-hazards  approach  to  emergency 
management  planning  and  automation. 

4e.  OEM  Contention:  "Morrow  County  does  not  state  what  resources  and  support  they 
believe  are  not  being  received.  They  have  received  reimbursement  for  all  eligible 
items  for  which  billings  have  been  received  by  the  state  ..." 

Morrow  County  Response:  Specific  resources  and  support  addressed  in  my  testimony 
included  an  in-place  and  functioning  Alert  and  Notification  System,  protective 
equipment  (masks,  clothing  and  agent  monitors),  decontamination  capabilities, 
tactical  communications,  micro-weather  monitoring  capabilities,  overpressurization 
of  key  facilities,  additional  transport  to  support  special  need  populations,  medical 
triage  equipment  and  traffic/access  control  equipment.  Additionally,  key  elements 
of  planning  guidance  including  protective  action  decision  making,  reentry, 
recovery  and  medical  response  are  not  published.  As  my  testimony  indicates,  the 
county  has  contributed  approximately  $60,000  in  out  of  pocket  expenses  to  the 
EOC  project  which  will  never  be  reimbursed.  Finally,  we  take  issue  with  the 
current  process  whereby  we  are  required  to  spend  county  money  on  CSEPP  and 
then  await  reimbursement  rather  than  having  the  funds  programmed  for  us  directly 
under  county  control. 

4f.  OEM  Contention:  "Morrow  County  does  not  specify  in  what  way  the  system  has 
been  designed  to  frustrate  rather  than  facilitate  building  a  credible  local  emergency 
response  capability.  It  is  not  possible  to  respond  to  vague  allegations". 

Morrow  County  Response:  We  believe  that  the  findings  of  the  GAO  and  the  status  of  the 
program  after  five  years  provide  proof  supporting  our  statement.  As  the  entity 
responsible  for  providing  "Maximum  Protection",  Morrow  County  finds  trying  to  work 
with  multiple  jurisdictions  and  agencies  and  three  different  budget  cycles  and 
accounting  procedures  a  system  designed  to  be  frustrating. 

5a.  OEM  Contention:  "If  the  plans  are  "hollow"  or  inadequate  to  meet  the  county  needs 
this  has  not  been  reported  either  verbally  or  in  their  quarterly  reports.  If  the  training 
or  exercises  do  not  meet  the  needs  of  the  county  this  has  not  been  expressed  at 
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the  meetings  In  which  Morrow  County  participates,  and  where  exercise  and 
training  goals  and  objectives  were  and  are  established". 

Morrow  County  Response:  OEM  representatives  were  present  at  the  last  two  CSEPP 
Regional  Conferences  where  Morrow  County  forcefully  expressed  Its  assessment 
of  the  planning  process.  Bitter  arguments  occurred  between  local  CSEPP  staff 
and  OEM  and  FEMA,  Regional  X  personnel  on  whether  we  should  conduct 
unconstrained  or  resource  constrained  planning  and  whether  to  prepare  realistic 
plans  based  on  our  current,  extremely  limited  capabilities  or  develop  "objective" 
plans  based  on  promised  but  undelivered  capabilities.  In  the  future,  I  will  add  a 
qualitative  evaluation  section  to  the  Quarterly  Reports,  as  they  have  not  sen/ed  that 
purpose  in  the  past.  OEM's  statement  concerning  Training  and  Exercises  is 
patently  wrong  as  the  accompanying  enclosure  shows.  {Enclosure  20} 

5b.  OEM  Contention:  "April  15,  1993:  CSEPP  Direction  and  Control  Exercise.  Oregon 
participants  included  Oregon  Emergency  Management,  Morrow  County,  and 
Umatilla  County.   This  was  a  locally  driven  federally  evaluated  exercise". 

Morrow  County  Response:  This  exercise  was  not  locally  driven.  It  was  a  federally 

controlled  exercise  developed  and  executed  by  USADACS  and  FEMA  A  "beltway" 
contractor  developed  the  scenario  and  from  the  local  perspective  our  input 
appears  to  have  been  largely  ignored,  especially  concerning  extent  of  play 
agreements. 

5c.  OEM  Contention:  "March  24,  1993:  Umatilla  County  Tabletop  Exercise.  This 
exercise  was  designed  and  conducted  by  Umatilla  County  Emergency 
Management.  Participating  agencies  included  Umatilla  County  and  sub-county 
townships.  Guidance  and  training  was  provided  by  FEMA  and  Oregon  Emergency 
Management". 

Morrow  County  Response:  While  I'm  not  speaking  for  Umatilla  County,  this  exercise  was 
for  the  town  of  Stanfield  and  Echo  but  only  Stanfield  participated.  No  training  was 
provided  by  OEM  or  FEMA  FEMA  did  not  send  a  representative. 

5d.  OEM  Contention:  "February  9,  1993:  Multi-Jurisdiction^  Tabletop  Exercise.  This 
exercise  was  designed  and  conducted  "by"  (inserted  into  original  OEM  statement) 

<12> 


244 


the  Bi-County  Training  and  Exercise  Coordinator,  under  direction  of  the  Morrow 

and  Umatilla  County  Emergency  Management  Director". 
Morrow  County  Response:  This  Tabletop  Exercise  was  federally  directed  by  USADACS 

and  FEMA,  not  local  personnel.     At  this  exercise,  several  non-CSEPP  local 

participants  commented  on  the  low  level  of  OEM  participation  at  such  a  major 

event. 

*ln  listing  recent  exercises,  OEM  neglected  to  mention  the  Morrow  County  OCX 

held  on  November  12,  1992  at  the  Morrow  County  Interim  EOC  in  Lexington, 

Oregon.    An  OEM  representative  participated  in  this  exercise  and  an  exercise 

report  was  filed. 
5e.      OEM  Contention:    "August  20,  1992:   Multi-Jurisdictional  Direction  and  Control 

Exercise.    This  exercise  was  designed  and  conducted  by  Morrow  and  Umatilla 

County  Emergency  Management  agencies". 
Morrow  County  Response:  This  exercise  was  federally  directed  and  managed  by  FEMA. 

Region  X  personnel.      OEM  participated  at  a  minimal  level  due  to  other 

commitments.   {Enclosure  21} 
5f.       OEM  Contention:    "June  16,  1992:   Multi-Jurisdictional  Tabletop  Exercise.    This 

exercise  was  designed  and  conducted  by  each  local  jurisdiction.  Play  was  at  local 

Emergency  Operations  Centers. 
Morrow  County  Response:  This  was  not  a  locally  designed  and  conducted  exercise.  It 

was  prepared  and  presented  by  USADACS  and  FEMA,  Region  X  staff.  Play  was  not 

at  local  Emergency  Operations  Centers  but  at  the  Washington  Public  Power  Supply 

System  building  in  Richland,  Washington.   {Enclosure  22} 
6a.      OEM  Contention:  "October  11,  1989:  Umatilla  County  Functional  Exercise". 
Morrow  County  Response:  The  date  of  this  exercise  calls  into  doubt  OEM's  statement  that 

the  CSEP  Program  in  Oregon  did  not  begin  until  FY'90,  3.75  years  ago.  October 

11th  Is  very  early  in  the  fiscal  year  and  one  would  have  to  assume  that  prior 

planning  and  preparation  would  begin  well  in  advance  of  the  actual  event.  If  this 

assumption  Is  correct,  it  would  Indicate  that  CSEPP,  or  its  direct  predecessors,  has 

been  active  In  Oregon  longer  than  3.75  years. 
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6b.  OEM  Contention:  "In  addition  to  the  above,  Morrow  and  Umatilla  Counties  have 
been  invited  by  UMDA  to  participate  In  UMDA's  quarterly  Chemical  Surety 
Exercises.   Umatilla  County  has  participated'. 

Morrow  County  Response:  We  have  Also  participated  In  these  exercises.  Our 

participation  has  been  coordinated  with  UMDA  and  exercise  reports  and  notes  are 

available. 

*  While  many  of  OEM's  facts  are  inaccurate  concerning  the  particulars  of  location 

or  control,  we  do  not  deny  that  the  listed  exercises  occurred.   What  we  question 

is  the  utility  of  these  events.  We  find  ourselves  plowing  the  same  old  ground  and 

"discovering"  the  same  lessons  learned  which  could  have  been  accurately 

predicted  without  the  expense  Involved  In  conducting  an  exercise.  Until  we  begin 

to  see  equipment  and  training  for  our  responders,  the  exercises  are  often  counter 

productive  and  "put  off'  local  officials  and  first  responders. 

**   Conspicuous  by  its  absence  is  a  listing  of  CSEPP  training  provided  to  first 

responders  end  medical  personnel. 

7a.  OEM  Contention:  "The  program  has  only  been  in  Morrow  County  for  3.75  years, 
not  five  years". 

Morrow  County  Response:  See  1a,  4c. 

7b.  OEM  Contention:  "Considering  the  complexity  of  this  total  program  It  Is  difficult  to 
understand  what  is  meant  by  "prolonged  delay". 

Morrow  County  Response:  We  are  referring  to  the  milestones  unmet  by  FEMA;  the  current 
lack  of  alert/notification,  protective,  decontamination,  medical  and  communications 
equipment;  the  long  period  of  time  it  has  taken  to  get  an  EOC  for  Morrow  County 
and  the  absence  of  Important  planning  guidance  documents  concerning  Reentry, 
Recovery  and  Medical  Treatment.  We  believe  that  the  GAO  report  supports  this 
contention.   {Enclosure  23} 

7c.  OEM  Contention:  "Casey  Beard  has  only  been  on  the  Job  since  August  92  and  he 
is  still  on  the  learning  curve  both  regarding  CSEPP  and  local,  state  and  federal 
statutes". 
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Morrow  County  Response:  I  have  a  thorough  grasp  of  appropriate  CSEPP 

guidance  and  local,  state  and  federal  statutes.  It  is  this  knowledge  which  has  led 
to  questioning  of  program  priorities,  practices  and  procedures.  The  GAO  report 
supports  my  testimony.   {See  Enclosure  23} 

7d.      OEM  Contention:     'The  accusation  of  ...'unkept  promises'...  is  vague  and 
unsubstantiated". 

Morrow  County  Response:  Among  the  most  glaring  of  unkept  promises  are  those 

pertaining  to  the  imminent  installation  of  the  alert  and  notification  system  at  various 
public  forums  and  in  the  media.{Enclosure  24,  multiple  documents}  Another 
example  is  the  EOC  project.  Initially,  county  officials  were  told  they  would  get  the 
equipment  and  facilities  they  needed  to  get  the  job  done.  Soon,  however,  these 
assurances  were  withdrawn  and  unrealistic,  arbitrary  and  unsubstantiated  funding 
limits  were  imposed  -  i.e.  $200,000  for  EOC  renovation.  On  March  17,  1992,  at  a 
meeting  attended  by  OEM  staff.  Morrow  County  officials,  S.E.  Technologies 
representatives  and  the  county's  architect,  the  OEM  representative  stated  that  his 
agency  had  $80,000  ready  to  begin  immediate  renovation  of  the  EOC.{Enclosure 
25}  The  next  week,  the  county  was  Informed  that  OEM  did  not  have  the  promised 
$80,000  and  that  the  renovation  would  have  to  be  delayed. 

7e.  OEM  Contention:  "Locals  have  been  given  the  opportunity  to  be  involved  at  all 
levels  of  coordination  and  program  development". 

Morrow  County  Response:  The  current  state  of  affairs  and  the  GAO  report  provide  prima 
facia  evidence  that  this  statement  is  incorrect.  Further,  as  evidenced  by  the 
attached  enclosures,  local  officials  and  citizens  have  not  been  satisfied  with 
program  coordination  and  development.{Enclosure  26,  multiple  documents} 

7f.  OEM  Contention:  "Counties  are  on  various  national  sub-committees.  Region  X  and 
OEM  have  formal  and  informal  meetings  and  conferences  with  Morrow  and 
Umatilla  Counties,  mostly  at  their  locations.  Most  recently:  (list  of  meetings  follows 
in  OEM  enclosure)". 

Morrow  County  Response:  1).  OEM  usurped  the  locals  position  on  the  CSEPP  Planning 
Sub-Committee.     At  the  1992  CSEPP  National  Conference,  the  local 
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jurisdictions  demanded  representation  on  the  CSEPP  policy  sub-committees. 
With  the  support  of  the  Army,  it  was  decided  that  a  local  representative 
would  be  placed  on  each  sub-committee.    The  local  jurisdictions  held  a 
caucus  to  select  representatives  for  each  of  the  sub-committees.    Ms. 
Colleen  King  of  Umatilla  County  was  selected  by  her  peers  to  sit  on  the 
Planning  Sub-Committee.   OEM,  however,  never  recognized  this  decision 
and  occupies  the  position  "on  our  behalf.     {Enclosure  27,  multiple 
documents}    With  its  control  of  travel  funds  and  the  meeting  schedules, 
OEM  has  succeeded  in  keeping  a  representative  from  either  Morrow  or 
Umatilla  County  from  attending  any  Planning  Sub-Committee  meetings.  This 
has  been  a  major  point  of  contention  between  local  officials  and  OEM.  The 
issue  was  discussed  forcefully  and  at  length  by  County  Commissioners  and 
the  OEM  Director  and  principal  staff  member  at  a  meeting  at  Blue  Mountain 
Community  College  on  December  29,  1992.     Tapes  of  these  discussions 
are  available  if  required.  Despite  indicating  at  this  meeting  that  OEM  would 
revise  its  obstructionist  policy  on  this  issue,  no  representative  of  Umatilla  or 
Morrow  County  have  attended  a  CSEPP  Planning  Sub-Committee  meeting. 
2).       The  meetings  cited  in  OEM's  documents  often  have  been  the  forum  of  bitter 
controversy  where  local  officials  have  vented  their  frustration  to  OEM  and 
FEMA,  Region  X  staff.   Just  because  a  meeting  is  held,  it  does  not  mean 
anything  is  resolved  or  accomplished. 
8a.      OEM  Contention:  "No  examples  of  'inept  and  uncooperative'  actions  by  FEMA  and 
OEM  have  been  expressed  to  OEM,  therefore,  we  are  unable  to  respond  to  these 
vague,  but  serious  allegations". 
Morrow  County  Response:  Once  again,  I  refer  OEM  to  the  GAO  report  and  the  overall 
tone  of  the  previous  enclosures.   The  basic  finding  remains;  after  five  years  and 
$187,000,000,  the  response  capabilities  of  communities  near  the  chemical 
weapons  storage  depots  are  little  improved.   The  failure  to  support  a  Umatilla  or 
Morrow  County  representative  on  the  CSEPP  Planning  Sub-Committee  is  certainly 
uncooperative.     OEM's  attempt  to  discredit  Morrow  County's  Congressional 
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testimony  Is  nothing  If  not  Inept.   The  length  of  time  It  has  taken  to  complete  our 

EOC  and  Install  the  alert  and  notification  system  represent  unacceptable  delays. 

As  to  waste,  I  refer  OEM  to  our  architect's  letter  to  the  Vice  President's  Committee 

on  Government  Performance.  {Enclosure  28} 
8b.      OEM  Contention:    "Morrow  County  has  gone  as  long  as  nine  months  without 

submitting  any  requests  for  funds.  Billings  have  In  the  past,  often  been  Incomplete 

and  Inaccurate". 
Morrow  County  Response:  This  Is  a  correct  statement.  Morrow  County  recognized  this 

problem,  readily  admitted  It  was  a  problem,  and  then  fixed  It.    Since  Morrow 

County  has  had  its  own  full  time  CSEPP  Planner/Coordinator,  a  period  of  only  one 

year  as  OEM  points  out,  these  Issues  have  been  resolved.  This  also  points  to  the 

need  for  adequate,  dedicated  staff  at  the  local  level  to  handle  the  administrative 

and  logistical  requirements  of  the  program. 
8c.      OEM  Contention:  'The  state  and  federal  funding  systems  have  been  explained  to 

Morrow  County  numerous  times,  most  recently  in  June,  1993  when  their  budget 

failed  two  times  and  finally  passed  the  third  time". 
Morrow  County  Response:  A).  Morrow  County  understands  full  well  how  the  funding 
system  currently  works  and  that  Is  why  we  don't  like  it  and  want  to  change 
the  process.  Since  local  jurisdictions  have  the  responsibility  to  respond  to 
an  accident  (ORS  401)  we  require  control  of  the  resources.  Including 
money,  needed  to  accomplish  our  mission.  As  a  matter  of  equity,  it  Is  not 
right  to  require  county  governments  to  'iront  end"  a  federally  mandated 
program  In  order  to  receive  the  funds  that  were  originally  budgeted  for  them 
In  the  first  place. 

B).  OEM  Is  very  concerned  about  our  understanding  of  their  funding  system  but 
has  little  regard  for  ours.  The  way  the  program  Is  currently  funded  often 
causes  the  county  to  be  in  technical  violation  of  our  fiscal  policies  -  we 
can 't  spend  money  we  don 't  actually  have  In  our  department  budgets.  If  the 
county's  budget  had  failed,  CSEPP  employees  would  have  been  furloughed, 
the  EOC  renovation  would  have  been  suspended  and  the  contracts  for  the 

<17> 


/  249 


emergency  generator  and  EOC  telecommunications  system  would  have 
been  canceled.  OEM  was  not  able  to  develop  a  funding  mechanism,  such 
as  a  line  of  credit  which  the  County  could  draw  against,  to  assure  that  the 
CSEP  Program  could  have  continued  to  operate.  We  understand  that 
similar  arrangements  have  been  made  In  other  states  to  ease  the  fiscal 
Impact  on  local  governments. 

8d.      OEI\A  Contention:  (See  paragraph  in  toto) 

Morrow  County  Response:  See  2a. 

8e.      OEM  Contention:   The  EMA  money  referred  to  in  CPG  1-3  Is  divided  among  27 
jurisdictions  and  requires  a  50%  cash  match  by  the  locals". 

Morrow  County  Response:  We  are  fully  aware  of  the  requirement  for  a  county 

contribution  to  receive  EMA  funding.  The  county  Is  prepared  to  provide  matching 
funds  as  it  is  a  multi-hazard  county  and  needs  a  comprehensive  emergency 
management  program  essential  to  implementing  an  effective  CSEPP  effort. 
Unfortunately,  Morrow  County  was  told  by  OEM  staff  to  not  even  bother  applying 
for  an  EMA  grant  as  we  would  be  sixth  or  seventh  on  a  waiting  list  of  counties 
requesting  EMA  funding.  Therefore,  we  are  totally  reliant  on  CSEPP  to  develop  a 
viable  response  capability  despite  program  guidance  stressing  all-hazard 
integration.  For  the  record.  Morrow  County  will  reapply  for  an  EMA  grant  to 
supplement  our  CSEPP  efforts. 

8f.  OEM  Contention:  "If  the  county  would  bill  the  state  In  a  timely  manner,  with 
supplemental  billings,  when  needed,  many  of  their  cash  flow  problems  would  be 
resolved". 

Morrow  County  Response:  "Timely"  submission  has  not  resulted  in  timely  reimbursement. 
A  recent  example  was  the  County's  submission  of  a  supplemental  billing  for 
approximately  $75,000  for  EOC  renovation  related  expenses  on  July  7, 1993.  OEM 
promised  a  five  day  turn  around  on  the  money.  OEM  staff  were  questioned  about 
the  status  of  the  supplemental  billing  when  they  appeared  before  the  Morrow 
County  Court  on  July  21,  1993.  OEM  staff  could  not  answer  the  Court's  questions 
about  why  the  money  had  not  been  forwarded  within  the  five  days,  stating  that  they 
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had  processed  the  billing  they  day  after  It  was  received.  OEM  staff  assured  us 
they  would  expedite  the  matter  as  soor\  as  they  returned  to  Salem.  Despite  dally 
calls  from  Morrow  County,  we  were  not  reimbursed  until  July  30, 1993.  {Enclosure 
29} 

8g.  OEM  Contention:  "Morrow  County  has  3.5  full  time  CSEPP  employees.  In  addition, 
they  have  had  funds  to  contract  for  planning  development  and  technical  assistance 
from  S.E.  Technologies  each  year". 

Morrow  County  Response:  See  Ik.  As  a  technical  point,  Morrow  County  has  no  funding 
to  contract  with  S.E.  Technologies.  That  Is  accomplished  by  Umatilla  County.  The 
process  of  contracting  with  S.E.  Technologies  is  a  saga  unto  Itself  of  the 
bureaucratic  problems  Inherent  in  the  way  CSEPP  is  currently  managed. 
{Enclosure  30,  multiple  documents} 

9a.  OEM  Contention:  "No  Jurisdiction  In  the  nation  had  an  emergency  management 
office  in  1903". 

Morrow  County  Response:  My  remarks  were  part  of  a  general  description  of  Morrow 
County  intended  to  familiarize  the  Congressional  Sub-Committee  with  Morrow 
County  and  obviously  not  to  criticize  the  state's  lack  of  an  emergency  management 
office  in  1903. 

9b.  OEM  Contention:  "Morrow  County  was  denied  EMA  program  status  because  they 
could  not  meet  the  50%  cash  match  requirement  and  because  the  Sate  had  a 
waiting  list  of  six  counties  to  get  into  the  EMA  funding  program.  Also,  the  program 
had  a  six  county  waiting  list". 

Morrow  County  Response:  The  Issue  of  a  50%  cash  match  requirement  was  not  the 
reason  Morrow  County's  request  was  denied.  Morrow  County  was,  and  Is, 
prepared  to  provide  county  matching  funds.  The  real  reason  is  that  OEM  has  no 
system  for  prioritizing  need  and  operates  the  system  on  a  first  come  first  served 
basis.  Additionally,  they  appear  to  be  reluctant  to  request  further  EMA  funding  from 
FEMA,  Region  X,  although  their  latter  statement  In  the  paragraph  indicates  they 
received  additional  EMA  funds  in  1^93.  During  the  counties  discussions  with 
OEM,  however,  we  were  told  by  OEM  staff  that  EMA  funding  was  a  "zero  sum 
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game"-  that  we  could  not  be  added  to  the  program  until  other  counties  dropped 
out.  We  are  pleased  to  learn  that  OEM  has  received  additional  funds  and  that  the 
waiting  list  is  down  to  two  counties.  Morrow  County  will  reapply  for  an  EMA  grant 
and,  yes,  we  know  matching  funds  are  required. 

9c.  OEM  Contention:  "CSEPP  can  be  used  In  day-to-day  emergency  activities,  but  the 
CSEPP  is  not  intended  to  provide  a  complete  all-hazard  emergency  management 
capability  where  little  or  none  existed  before.  The  county  has  received  over 
$730,000,  directly  and  indirectly,  since  October  1989,  not  $320,000.  It  Is  not 
known  how  much  they  have  spent  on  ensuring  an  '?all-hazards  approach'  as 
opposed  to  CSEPP  planning". 

Morrow  County  Response:  OEM's  statement  has  a  major  logic  flaw.  And  once  again, 
OEM  cites  the  funding  figures  previously  discussed.  First,  CSEPP  was  intended 
to  augment  existing  all-hazards  emergency  plans  {Enclosure  31}.  Therefore,  it  is 
essential  to  have  a  base  plan  before  one  can  have  a  CSEPP  emergency  plan 
"appended  to  the  existing  all-hazards  emergency  plan".  Second,  CSEPP  is 
specifically  intended  to  include  the  Superfund  Amendment  and  Reauthorization  Act 
(SARA)  Title  III  hazardous  materials  cleanup  activities.  Unfortunately,  Oregon  is 
one  of  the  few,  if  not  the  only,  states  to  centrally  maintain  all  SAFtA  Title  III  funds. 
There  are  no  Local  Emergency  Planning  Committees  in  Eastern  Oregon  to  assist 
in  CSEPP  planning  activities. 

9d.  OEM  Contention:  "The  'hotline'  for  Morrow  County  could  have  been  installed 
whenever  the  county  so  desired". 

Morrow  County  Response:  We  were  pleasantly  surprised  by  this  revelation.  Neither 
myself,  the  Bi-County  CSEPP  Communications  Coordinator,  nor  any  Morrow  County 
employee  associated  with  the  CSEP  Program  was  aware  of  this  contention.  A 
thorough  search  of  my  and  the  Bl-County  Communications  Coordinator's  files 
failed  to  reveal  any  documentation  to  this  effect.  Additionally,  there  were  no 
operations  and  maintenance  funds  In  our  budget  that  we  could  identify  to  pay  for 
this  project.  Based  on  our  previous  discussions  with  FEMA,  Region  X  and  OEM 
staff  members,  the  intent  was  always  that  they  would  handle  this  project  for  us.  In 
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light  of  OEM's  statement,  Morrow  County  has  directed  the  Bi-County 
Communications  Coordinator  to  proceed  with  our  local  concept,  previously 
developed  at  our  initiative,  to  provide  "hotline"  sen/ice.  We  have  fonf/arded  a  bill 
to  OEM  for  the  project  and  trust  funding  will  be  readily  forthcoming. 

9e.  OEM  Contention:  The  OCX  report  deleted  the  'hotline'  deficiency  because  it  was 
outside  the  scope  of  the  exercise,  and  It  was  an  item  that  was  already  known  to 
have  had  corrective  action  approved  and  in  place.  It  would  have  been  redundant 
to  mention  it  again  and  add  it  to  the  list  of  Morrow  County  deficiencies  that  were 
already  known'. 

Morrow  County  Response:  We  find  this  contention  both  puzzling  and  disingenuous.  In 
the  weeks  prior  to  the  April  15,  1993  OCX,  Morrow  County  complained  often  and 
loudly  about  the  lack  of  a  "hotline".  FEMA,  Region  X  staff  assured  the  County  that 
a  "hotline"  would  be  provided  to  the  interim  Emergency  Operations  Center  in 
Lexington  prior  to  the  OCX.  It  was  to  be  installed  as  part  of  a  FEMA  exercise 
telecommunications  support  effort  along  with  a  dedicated  line  for  the  use  of  FEMA 
obsen/ers  at  our  EOC.  Neither  were  installed.  During  this  period,  the  county  was 
not  informed  that  It  was  authorized  to  Install  the  "hotline"  on  its  own  Initiative  by 
either  OEM  or  FEMA  Region  X.  Lack  of  a  "hotline"  to  the  Depot  caused  major 
problems  during  the  DCX.  Had  the  exercise  been  real,  lives  would  have  been  lost 
as  a  result.  The  FEMA  obsen/ers  at  our  EOC  were  amazed  that  at  this  late  date  in 
the  program  there  was  still  no  "hotline"  link  from  the  Depot  to  Morrow  County.  The 
FEMA  obsen/ers  wrote  this  up  as  an  observation  and  stated  that  this  problem  had 
to  be  solved  immediately.  When  the  DCX  After-Action  was  held,  however,  all 
references  to  the  "hotline"  issue  were  deleted.  Interestingly,  in  the  heated 
discussion  which  this  omission  engendered,  there  was  no  suggestion  by  any  OEM 
staff  members  that  all  Morrow  County  had  to  do  was  install  the  "hotline'  on  its  own. 
This  seems  to  indicate  that  the  corrective  action  was  not  approved  as  OEM  states 
or  we  would  have  a  'hotline"  linking  us  to  the  Depot  now.  Beyond  this,  one  has 
to  wonder,  how  could  this  critical  item  be  "out  of  the  scope'  of  an  exercise?  It  Is 
deemed  a  critical  capability  for  rapidly  responding.  Based  on  this  logic,  virtually 
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the  entire  DCX  report  can  be  discarded. 
9f.       OEM  Contention:  The  EOC  'saga'  referred  to  has  been  addressed  many  times  in 
the  past.    The  'blame'  lies  in  many  places,  including  the  County  as  a  primary 
decision  maker". 
Morrow  County  Response:  It  Is  a  major  concession  for  OEM  to  acknowledge  that  "blame" 
indeed  exists  in  this  matter.  Morrow  County  can  be  blamed  for  Initially  accepting 
OEM  and  FEMA,  Region  X's  interpretation  of  the  guidelines  governing  CSEPP. 
Experience  has  shown  we  were  Indeed  mistaken. 
9g.      OEM  Contention:  'The  county  was  adamant  about  purchasing  the  Forest  Service 
Building.    They  would  consider  no  other  alternative.    Now  they  find  there  are 
zoning  and  variance  problems  that  they  did  not  investigate  prior  to  the  purchase". 
Morrow  County  Response:  A).   The  county's  choice  was  new  construction  on  a  county 
owned  lot  In  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  Courthouse.    OEM  staff  told 
county  officials  that  new  construction  was  totally  out  of  the  picture. 
B).      Anyone  who  has  spent  as  much  as  five  minutes  In  Heppner  would  realize 
that  there  are  few  options  for  establishing  an  EOC  from  the  available 
inventory  of  buildings.     With  a  $200,000  spending  limit  and  a  FEMA 
requirement  that  the  site  of  the  EOC  be  outside  the  500  year  flood  plain,  the 
options  were  even  further  reduced. 
C).       County  officials,  especially  the  Sheriff,  were  fully  aware  of  the  zoning  and 
variance  problems.  The  Sheriff  expressed  great  reluctance,  then  and  now, 
about  proceeding  with  the  Forest  Service  location  because  of  these 
concerns.   Had  the  county  known  the  truth  about  the  EOC  funding  policy 
at  the  time,  another  alternative  would  have  been  selected. 
9h.      OEM  Contentlon:"At  the  time,  all  parties  concerned  understood  that  $200,000  was 

the  Army /FEMA  renovation  limit'. 
Morrow  County  Response:  According  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  for 

Installations,  Logistics  and  Environment  (I,  L  &  E),  this  has  never  been  the  case. 
The  $200,000  limit  was  questioned  by  contractor  personnel  who  where  Intimatety 
aware  of  program  guidelines  and  EOC  construction  projects  at  other  CSEPP  sites 
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which  far  exceeded  $200,000.{Enclosure  32}  As  soon  as  I  was  hired,  I  began 
challenging  the  funding  limit,  with  no  assistance  or  support  from  OEM.  Despite 
our  requests,  we  have  never  been  presented  with  documentation  supporting  the 
EOC  renovation  ceiling.  Even  if  such  a  policy  had  been  in  effect,  it  would  have 
been  arbitrary  and  wrong.  It  is  impossible  to  build  an  EOC  to  CSEPP  standards 
for  $200,000. 

91.       OEM  Contention:   'The  county  asked  for  and  received  all  FEMA  documents  that 
described  EOCs.    The  $200,000  limit  was  known  and  the  guidelines  In  FEMA 
documents  for  EOCs*  was  on  hand.  But  the  EOC  guidelines  were  not  CSEPP  EOC 
guidelines,  they  were  and  are  FEMA  EOC  guidelines". 
*  OEM  tense 

Morrow  County  Response:  This  is  typical  of  the  pettyfogging  bureaucratic  jibberish  we 
have  to  contend  with  in  CSEPP. 

9j.  OEM  Contention:  'The  Army  made  it  clear  that  CSEPP  was  not  going  to  build  a  full 
County  EOC,  but  only  fund  that  portion  of  the  EOC  required  for  CSEPP  activities". 

Morrow  County  Response:  To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  the  Army  never  stated  this 
policy  to  Morrow  County.  Based  on  the  Office  of  ASA  (I,  L,  &  E)  there  was  no  such 
policy.  The  full  funding  of  the  EOC  at  numerous  other  CSEPP  sites  also  refutes  this 
claim.   {Enclosure  33} 

9k.  OEM  Contention:  'The  first  few  designs  were  submitted  and  had  only  one  or  two 
rooms  for  emergency  management  activities.  The  remaining  rooms*  for  the  County 
Sheriff  and  911 /Dispatch  Center.  Negotiations  went  on  with  the  County  for  some 
time.  Eventually,  it  was  discovered  that  the  $200,000  limit  had  been  rescinded. 
Agreement  was  reached  on  a  renovation  plan  and  the  County  reports  that  work  has 
begun".   *  word  deleted  in  original  draft 

Morrow  County  Response:  A).  All  rooms  had  a  dual  role  and  converted  to  an  EOC 

function  when  the  EOC  was  activated.  In  addition,  three  rooms,  with  a  large 
square  footage,  were  dedicated  exclusively  to  CSEPP  roles. 
B).      The  County  Sheriff  and  the  91 1 /Dispatch  Center  are  Integral  to  the  CSEPP 
response  effort.   Without  them,  the  program  cannot  exist. 
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C).       We  question  how  FEMA,  Region  X  can  rescind  sometiiing  ttiat  never  existed. 
Had  OEM  been  more  aggressive  in  investigating  thiis  supposed  limit  and 
sided  vi/ith  Morrow  County  in  challenging  this  interpretation,  our  EOC  could 
have  been  completed  to  standard  by  now. 
D) .      Agreement  on  the  renovation  plan  was  achieved  only  after  the  County  Judge 
called  senior  Region  X  and  OEM  officials  and  gave  them  an  ultimatum, 
"approve  our  revised  Concept  D,  Phase  I  renovation  plan  or  prepare  to  own 
a  building  in  IHeppner",  because  Morrow  County  was  going  to  pull  out  of  the 
project. 
10a.     OEM  Contention:  "CSEPP  policy  does  not  require  a  24-hour  capability.  It  states 
that  counties  should  have  the  notification  capability  located  in  whatever  24-hour 
center  they  already  have.   There  is  no  requirement  for  it  to  be  co-located". 
Morrow  County  Response:  If  CSEPP  does  not  require  a  24-hour  capability,  then  what  is 
the  point  of  the  program.  This  observation  is  curious.  Y/e  suspect  that  OEM  may 
be  confusing  the  policy  that  CSEPP  does  not  require  the  EOC  be  operational  on 
a  24-hour  basis  with  the  requirement  that  the  alert/notification  point  must  be 
manned  on  a  continuous  basis.   The  additional  obsen/ations  in  10a  are  based  on 
sophistry.  In  a  low  resource  county  like  ours,  it's  not  feasible  to  separate  the  EOC 
from  our  vital  911 /Dispatch  Center. 
10b.     OEM  Contention:  'The  cost  limits  were  very  clear  up  front.   The  EOC  standards 
were  not  specific  to  CSEPP.  If  a  county  wanted  an  all-hazard  EOC  then  they  had 
to  help  pay  for  it  or  get  funds  from  FEMA  outside  of  CSEPP.  All  parties  knew  that. 
Region  X  and  OEM  were  a  party  to  the  work  groups  which  were  designing  the  EOC 
for  Morrow  County,  but  not  necessarily  informed  of  all  the  meetings.  Suggestions 
made  in  these  work  groups  by  Region  X  and  OEM  were  as  working  members  of 
a  cooperative  group  responding  to  developmental  issues  and  questions  that  existed 
early  in  the  program". 
Morrow  County  Response:  A).  Very  early  on,  Morrow  County  and  S.E.  Technologies 
personnel  questioned  the  validity  of  the  $200,000  limit  on  renovation. 
B).      The  Army  always  intended  that  EOCs  constructed  through  the  CSEP 
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Program  be  all-hazard  facilities,    hdeed,  as  OEM  points  out,  The  EOC 
standards  were  not  specific  to  CSEPP".  It  Is  interesting  that  neither  Region 
X  or  OEM  offered  any  additional  funding. 
C).       We  have  Identified  no  other  county  that  was  required  to  put  up  county 

funding  for  an  EOC . 
D).      In  summary,  OEM  and  FEMA,  Region  X's  interpretation  of  policy  was 
inconsistent  with  other  regions.  As  pointed  out  earlier,  Morrow  County  Is 
out  over  $60,000  as  a  result  of  the  arbitrary  OEM  and  FEMA,  Region  X  policy 
and  will  end  up  with  an  EOC  which  does  not  meet  CSEPP  Planning 
Guidance  Standards. 
10c.    OEM  Contention:  "There  was  no  'arbitrary,  incorrect  policy'.  Region  X  and  OEM 
were  applying  standards  and  rules  as  they  existed  at  the  time,  with  the  full 
knowledge  of  Morrow  County". 
Morrow  County  Response:  See  earlier  comments  at  9f,  9g,  9h,  91,  9j,  and  10b  and 

supporting  enclosures. 
lOd.    OEM  Contention:  'The  reference  to  other  counties  in  the  program  is  hearsay". 
Morrow  County  Response:  OEM  refused  to  check  with  other  jurisdictions  to  see  if  our 
claims  were  correct.   Copies  of  news  articles  stating  the  costs  of  other  counties 
all-hazard,  fully  federally  funded  EOCs  were  provided  to  OEM  staff.  Additionally, 
lists  of  county  EOC  costs,  gathered  by  us,  with  points  of  contact  to  verify  their 
accuracy  were  provided  to  OEM. 
lOe.     OEM  Contention:  'There  is  no  reason  for  any  'out  of  pocket'  expenses  for  Morrow 

County's  EOC  project". 
Morrow  County  Response:  One  has  only  to  refer  to  OEM's  previous  contention  at  10b  ("If 
a  county  wanted  an  all-hazard  EOC  then  they  had  to  help  pay  for  it')  to  see  the 
fallacy  of  this  statement. 
lOf.      OEM  Contention:  'The  county  has  had  money  to  spend  since  1991  that  has  been 
carried  from  year  to  year.  The  following  is  the  year  by  year  money  that  has  been 
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and  is  available  for  Morrow  County  to  spend  on  their  EOC  remodeling.  The  total 
here  is  $329,215,  of  which  $80,838  remains  unspent'. 

FY-91  $200,000 

f^'92  16,490 

FY'93  40,725 

Rent  12,000 

f^'93  25,000 

!=y'93  35,000 

l\/lorrow  County  Response:  A).  If  these  figures  are  accepted  at  face  value,  they  provide 
proof  that  the  $200,000  limit  OEM  and  FEMA,  Region  X  have  vigorously 
defended  never  existed. 
B).  These  figures  are  inconsistent  with  figures  used  in  other  documents  and 
reports  such  as  an  OEM  memorandum  of  April  23,  1993  and  the  OEM  3rd 
Quarter  '93  Quarterly  report  to  FEMA,  Region  X  which  show  a  total 
$209,215,  either  available  for  or  already  issued  for  EOC  expenditures. 
{Enclosure  34} 
C).  The  actual  figure  for  EOC  renovations  is  $256,000  which  Includes  funding 
received  in  FY'93  (after  bitter  and  prolonged  battles)  to  allow  the  EOC  to 
meet  Americans  With  Disabilities  Act  standards  and  current  building,  energy 
efficiency  and  fire  codes.  Without  this  funding,  building  permits  would  not 
have  been  issued  and  the  project  could  not  have  proceeded.  {Enclosure 
35} 
D).  We  question  the  inclusion  of  the  $12,000  received  in  rent  in  this  column. 
These  monies  were  paid  to  the  county  by  the  Forest  Service  for  occupancy 
until  its  new  building  was  completed.  These  were  locally  produced  funds 
and  should  not  be  counted  against  the  state/federal  contribution  to  the  EOC 
project. 
E).  OEM  appears  to  have  mixed  funding  apples  and  oranges  in  this  column. 
Funds  for  the  EOC  emergency  generator  and  telecommunication  system 
may  be  included  in  the  total.  If  so,  these  dollars  came  from  the  $7,000,000 
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Alert/Notification  and  Communication  grant  which  wasn  't  received  by  Salem 
until  mid-August,  1993  and  from  reprogrammed  training  funds.     Even 
counting  these  funds,  approximateiy  $25,900  for  the  generator  and  $16,000 
for  the  telephone  system,  the  total  comes  to  $283,500.  We  are  delighted  to 
learn  of  the  additional  funds  available  (if  Indeed  these  funds  exist)  as  it  v/lll 
allow  us  to  better  bring  the  building  up  to  standard  by  addressing 
Improvements  which  budget  constraints  previously  precluded. 
10g.    OEf\^  Contention:  'The  generator  has  been  purchased.' 
Morrow  County  Resposne:  The  generator  invoice  was  sent  to  OEtA  on  July  7,  1993.  On 
July  21,  1993  the  Director  of  OEI\A  assured  the  County  Court  that  the  bill  had  been 
paid.  In  fact,  reimbursement  was  not  received  until  July  30,  1993,  after  constant 
prodding  by  various  county  officials.   In  the  interim,  the  county  was  required  to 
suspend  installation  of  the  generator  and  arrange  for  credit  with  the  vendor.  As  a 
consequence  the  overall  project  was  delayed  approximately  three  weeks, 
necessitating  a  change  in  work  schedules.    The  change  will  Increase  overall 
construction  costs  by  approximately  $3,000.   {Enclosure  36} 
lOh.    OEI^  Contention:    'The  problems  encountered  in  procuring  and  installing  the 
generator  were  the  result  of  Morrow  county  actions;  i.e.  local  budget  passage,  and 
placement  of  the  generator  pad  or  noise". 
Morrow  County  Response:  A).  OEM  fails  to  recognize  a  basic  fact  of  county  government 
life  -  if  you  don't  have  the  money  you  can't  spend  it.  The  county  request  to 
OEM  for  guaranteed  payment  of  the  generator  purchase  was  returned 
unsigned  because  OEM's  Director  could  not  be  sure  the  money  would  be 
available  to  repay  the  county.    If,  however,  a  measure  were  adopted 
allowing  for  a  direct  pass  through  of  CSEPP  funds  programmed  for  the 
counties  this  type  of  problem  would  never  happen. 
B.       Installation  of  the  generator  pad  was  delayed  because  of  difficulties  In 
determining  the  property  line  -  not  noise  Issues  as  OEM  stated.   This  was 
solved  by  a  sun/ey  which  determined  the  exact  location  of  the  EOC's  lot 
boundary.    This  Issue  was  resolved  long  before  the  generator  was  even 
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delivered  on  site  and  did  not  affect  Vie  generator  Installation  timeline. 
C.        Funding  for  ttie  generator  was  not  included  In  the  renovation  project, 
although  it  was  integral  to  the  construction  schedule.    Wiring  must  be 
interconnected,  control  and  monitoring  systems  installed  and  concrete 
poured  to  install  the  generator.  If  this  could  have  been  integrated  into  the 
overall  construction  schedule,  it  would  have  been  faster,  more  efficient  and 
cheaper.  The  funds  for  the  EOC  generator  were  not  part  of  the  renovation 
project  but  rather  were  Included  in  the  $7,000,000  Alert/Notification  and 
Communications  Grant.  Despite  assurances  to  Morrow  County  from  OEM 
that  this  money  would  be  readily  available,  the  funds  were  not  transferred 
to  OEM  control  until  mid-August  1993  -  months  into  the  construction 
schedule.   This  is  despite  the  fact  that  the  money  was  available  at  FEMA, 
Region  X  as  early  as  January,  1993.  This  l<ind  of  disjointed,  delayed  funding 
did  slow  the  construction  process  and  increase  costs. 
11a.     OEM  Contention:  'The  phone  system  specifications  are  still  being  developed". 
Morrow  County  Response:  The  contract  for  the  telecommunication  system  was  let  on 
July  5,  1993.    This  is  14  days  before  OEM's  statement  of  July  19,  1993  that 
specifications  were  still  being  developed.   {Enclosure  37} 
1  lb.    OEM  Contention:  'These  Items  were  not  funded  as  part  of  the  EOC  renovation  in 
order  to  keep  the  cost  of  the  renovation  down  (within  the  then  existing  limit  of 
$200,000).  These  needs  were  to  have  been  provided  for  by  proposing  them  in  the 
communications  equipment  request". 
Morrow  County  Response:  This  statement  provides  tacit  acl(nowledgement  that  the  FEMA 
Region  X  imposed  and  OEM  supported  $200,000  limit  was,  In  fact,  arbitrary  and 
insufficient  to  meet  the  standards  developed  by  FEMA    By  transferring  funding 
requirements  to  other  funding  categories,  it  would  appear  that  OEM  tried  to 
circumvent  the  CCA  process  and  FEMA,  Region  X  guidance. 
11c.    OEM  Contention:   "In  fact,  instead  of  slowing  down  the  project,  it  maintained  Its 
momentum  by  not  stopping  a  request  to  add  subsequent  amendments.    The 
'accusation  of  mismanagement  and  Incompetence'  may  be  more  correctly 
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attributed  to  misunderstanding  by  Morrow  County  of  the  CCA  process,  and  the 
need  to  improve  the  learning  curve  at  the  County  level". 
Morrow/  County  Response:  A).  Once  again,  the  documentation  contradicts  this  OEM 
contention.  {Enclosure  38}     As  funding,  however  Inadequate,  for  EOC 
renovation  has  been  in  place  since  FY'91  (October,  1990)  -  according  to 
OEM  -  "momentum"  has  at  best  been  glacial.  There  Is  more  to  a  functional 
EOC  than  bricks  and  mortar.    It  requires  radios.  Information  display  and 
monitoring  capabilities,  furniture  and  support  equipment.   By  this  criteria, 
It  will  toe  well  Into  1994  before  the  Morrow  County  EOC  achieves  Its  initial 
operating  capability  -  not  the  day  construction  ends.  All  of  these  essential 
items  should  have  been  funded  as  a  comprehensive  package.  They  were 
not.  In  Umatilla  County,  a  functional  EOC  Is  at  least  two  years  away  which 
does  make  Morrow  County's  project  rapid  by  comparison. 
B).      The  issue  of  "mismanagement  and  incompetence"  Is  forcefully  addressed 
by  the  letter  of  the  county's  architect  to  Vice  President  Gore's  Committee  on 
Government  Performance.  {Enclosure  38}  As  previously  stated,  the  CCA 
process  itself  is  an  integral  part  of  the  problem  with  CSEPP.    It  requires 
fundamental  revisions  as  addressed  during  Congressional  testimony  if 
resources  are  ever  to  be  delivered  to  the  local  level  In  a  timely,  effective 
manner. 
1 1d.    OEM  Contention:   "In  reference  to  Umatilla  County's  EOC  development  It  took  a 
very  different  road.   Several  options  were  reviewed.   Some  were  well  within  the 
$200,000  dollar  limit  because  no  building  purchase  was  Involved.  Also  the  JIC 
was  to  be  co-located  with  the  EOC  ultimately.    Currently  Umatilla  County  Is 
pursuing  an  option  for  a  combination  EOC/JIC  after  other  options  either  failed  or 
were  ruled  out. 
Morrow  County  Response:  The  t)Ottom  line  remains.  It  will  be  at  least  two  years  before 
Umatilla  County  has  a  functional  EOC.   This  Is  despite  the  fact  that  an  EOC  for 
each  IRZ  county  Is  one  of  FEMA's  highest  priorities, 
lie.    OEM  Contention:    The  Morrow  County  EOC  will  cost  significantly  more  than 
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$256,000.  To  date  $329,215  has  been  allocated  to  Morrow  County's  EOC.  In 
addition,  various  items  of  equipment  will  be  purchased  for  the  EOC  from  other 
related  projects,  but  separate  from  the  renovation  project.  The  generator  and 
telephone  system  are  examples  of  this". 

Morrow  County  Response:  This  statement  supports  our  contention  that  the  $200,000  limit 
was,  in  fact,  arbitrary  and  unrealistic.  OEM's  figure  of  $329,215  differs  form  the 
County's  (see  lOf).  Funding  from  different  sources  with  the  money  available  at 
different  times  makes  it  very  difficult  to  actually  build  an  EOC.  The  generator  and 
telephone  system  are  Integral  to  the  construction  process.  Without  the 
specifications  and  actual  equipment  for  installation,  the  electricians,  masons, 
carpenters,  dry  wall  hangers  and  painters  cannot  complete  their  work.  Failure  to 
fund  these  systems  so  they  could  be  Integrated  into  the  overall  construction 
schedule  caused  delays  and  cost  increases. 

1 1f.  OEM  Contention:  'The  Depot  Commander  has  not  'frequently'  expressed  concern 
to  OEM  about  the  lack  of  a  hotline  as  stated". 

Morrow  County  Response:  The  issue  was  addressed  by  the  commander  during  the 
November,  1992  CSEPP  Quarterly  Regional  Meeting  and  the  April  15th  OCX.  At  the 
Quarterly  Regional  meeting,  the  Commander  also  requested  that  everyone  in 
attendance  who's  position  was  funded  through  CSEPP  stand  up.  He  then 
challenged  everyone  who  met  this  criteria  to  work  harder  to  achieve  better  results 
and  to  remember  that  CSEPP  was  their  primary  mission.  OEM  staff  appeared 
angered  by  these  obsen/ations  and  left  the  conference  room  for  some  time. 
Perhaps  this  is  why  they  do  not  remember  the  Commander's  comments  about  the 
hotline  which  were  made  in  the  same  general  statement.  In  addition  to  these  two 
public  discussions  of  the  topic,  the  Depot  Commander  Informed  Morrow  County 
officials  that  he  had  addressed  the  Issue  In  private  conversation  with  OEM  staff. 
It  appears  that  in  this  instance,  OEM's  argument  Is  based  on  the  semantic  point 
of  what  constitutes  "irequentiy. 

1 1g.  OEM  Contention:  There  has  not  been  any  undue  delays  In  purchasing  sirens  or 
TARs". 
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Morrow  County  Reponse:  We  believe  that  the  GAO  testimony  and  the  questions  of  the 
Sub-Committee  Members,  especially  Representative  Malony,  refute  this  assertion. 

11  h.     OEM  Contention:  "No  'promises'  have  been  made~at  least  not  by  OEM". 

Morrow  County  Response:  OEM  and  FEMA,  Region  X  have  frequently  made  public 

statements  about  when  equipment,  especially  the  Alert  and  Notification  System, 
would  be  fielded.  None  of  these  dates  were  met.{Enclosure  39,  multiple 
documents}  Another  example  of  an  unkept  promise  is  the  commitment  of  $80,000 
for  EOC  renovation  in  March  of  1992.  One  week  later,  Morrow  County  was 
informed  that  the  funds  would  not,  in  fact,  t>e  available. 

111.  OEM  Contention:  "Ignore  all  CSEPP  policy  guidance  if  it  contradicts  private 
opinions'.  This  is  just  not  true.  It  is  one  person's  opinion.  Again,  an  example  of 
a  misunderstanding  of  both  the  process  and  the  basis  for  decisions  already 
adopted". 

Morrow  County  Response:  This  comment  applied  specifically  to  FEMA,  Region  X  staff  not 
OEM.  If  the  Director  of  OEM  were  more  actively  involved  in  CSEPP  and  attended 
major  events  like  Regional  Quarterly  Meetings,  policy  decision  meetings  and 
exercises,  the  agency  would  know  whereof  we  speak.  Examples  of  arbitrary 
application  of  policy  include  the  fictional  $200,000  EOC  limit  imposed  by  FEMA, 
Region  X.  Another  involved  published  standards  for  EOCs  in  Appendix  B  of  CSEPP 
Planning  Guidance.  The  county  was  told  to  waive  some  of  the  standards  to  keep 
renovation  costs  down.  When  we  questioned  these  decisions  we  were  told  that 
"based  on  the  20  years  experience"  of  the  person  involved,  the  standards  were 
unnecessary  and  other  alternatives,  not  defined,  could  be  used.  When  FEMA, 
Region  X  staff  were  questioned  about  standards  in  the  CSEPP  Planning  Guidance 
Annexes  at  the  November,  1992  Quarterly  Regional  Conference,  we  (the  "locals") 
were  told  that  they  applied  to  us  but  not  FEMA  and  not  to  use  them  to  "threaten" 
OEM  and  FEMA,  Region  X  CSEPP  staff.  When  CSEPP  guidance  was  used  to  justify 
IRZ  school  overpressurization  at  a  meeting  with  school  officials,  the  senior  FEMA, 
Region  X  member  present  questioned  the  validity  of  the  published  guidance.  He 
tried  to  sell  FEMA's  preferred  option,  evacuation,  to  the  assembled  school  officials 
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despite  the  guidance  and  evidence  that  evacuation  will  not  work.  The  same  official 
contradicted  the  CSEPP  guidance  on  evacuation  planning  based  on  his  experience 
with  nuclear  power  plants,  not  chemical  agent  emergencies.  Other  examples  of 
FEMA  staff  Ignoring  CSEPP  policy  guidance  can  be  cited,  If  required. 
11  j.     OEfiA  Contention:  'Morrow  County  has  no  plan  which  requires  responders  to  go 
Into  contaminated  areas,  and  neither  the  state,  FEMA,  nor  the  Army  expect  them 
to  do  so.     These  people  would  not  normally  be  expected  to  go  Into  these 
contaminated  or  known  hazard  agent  areas.  Such  Issues  are  being  studied  by  the 
Army,  not  FEMA,  for  guidance". 
Morrow  County  Response:    A).  CSEPP  Planning  Guidance  clearly  calls  for  protective 
equipment.  Local  response  personnel  who  would  actually  be  at  risk,  unlike 
OEM  and  FEMA,  Region  X  staff,  view  this  as  a  non-negotiable  Issue.  It  Is  a 
prerequisite  for  participation  In  CSEPP. 
B).      Anyone  with  any  practical  experience  recognizes  the  truth  of  the  adage,  'no 
plan  sun/ives  its  first  contact  with  the  enemy."  In  actually  responding  to  a 
chemical  agent  accident,  responders  could  easily  find  themselves  In 
unforeseen  circumstances  where  chemical  protective  masks  and  clothing 
are  required. 
C).      To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  both  FEMA  and  the  Army  are  co-chaIrs  of  the 
study. 
12a.    OEM  Contention:    "MET  Stations  are  In  the  FT94  Budget  request.    Currently 

Morrow  county  Is  conducting  a  study  on  MET  Station  location  and  use". 
Morrow  County  Response:  The  MET  Stations  requested  do  not  meet  local  requirements 
for  numbers  and  functional  capabilities.    The  cited  study  Is  news  to  Morrow 
County,  we  are  not  doing  It. 
12b..    OEM  Contention:  "If  the  county  has  promised  protective  actions  prematurely,  then 

program  credibility  Is  at  risk". 
Morrow  County  Response:  This  statement  Is  disingenuous  In  the  extreme.  OEM  and 
FEMA,  Region  X  staff  have  repeatedly  foretold  the  Imminent  arrival  of  equipment 
which  never  materializes.{Enclosure  40,  multiple  documents}  If  program  credibility 
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Is  at  risk,  it  is  due  to  the  actions,  or  iacl<  ttiereof,  of  OEM  and  FEMA,  Region  X  and 
FEMA  National  staff. 

12c.  OEM  Contention:  T/7e  medical  equipment  will  not  be  requested  until  FEMA 
guidance  is  developed  based  on  Army  study  results'. 

Morrow  County  Response:  This  supports  our  testimony  that  prolonged  delays  in 

developing  guidance  prevents  local  response  agencies  from  receiving  the 
equipment  and  training  needed  in  case  an  accident  happens  tomorrow. 

12d.  OEM  Contention:  'The  only  'obstacle  course '  to  be  encountered  by  Morrow  County 
is  the  standards  and  guidance  established  by  the  Army,  FEMA  and  the  CCA 
process.  Morrow  County  is  a  full  partner  in  developing  yearly  work  plans  and 
budgets  and  has  had  opportunities  to  contribute  to  the  development  of  standards 
and  guidelines". 

Morrow  County  Response:  The  evidence  calls  this  statement  into  question.  In  the  past, 
local  officials  have  complained  about  the  process.{Enclosure  41}  This  year, 
county  personnel  were  precluded  from  attending  budget  negotiations  with  FEMA, 
Region  X  staff.   {Enclosure  42} 

12e.  OEM  Contention:  'The  traffic  control  equipment  was  in  the  FY  94  Budget,  but  the 
medical  equipment  and  vans  were  not." 

Morrow  County  Response:  This  statement  contradicts  OEM's  previous  statement  about 
lull  partner"  participation  in  the  budget  process.  The  request  for  the  vans  was  fully 
justified  by  CSEPP  planning  guidance  and  county  response  plans.  The  decision 
by  OEM  and  FEMA  Region  X  to  delete  this  vital  equipment  was  arbitrary  and 
uncoordinated. 

13a.  OEM  Contention:  "Morrow  County  was  Involved  in  the  budget  and  CCA 
development  process  for  FY  94.  They  were  very  late  In  getting  their  input  into  the 
system  in  time  to  meet  critical  suspense  dates.  In  fact.  Morrow  County  failed  to 
attend  a  meeting  concerning  "94"  CCA  and  budget  process  just  prior  to  the  Input 
date.  This  meeting  was  held  in  Umatilla  County.  Morrow  County's  Input  to  this 
Important  process  consisted  of  handwritten  pages  sporadically  FAX'ed  over  several 
days  past  the  required  input  date." 
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Morrow  County  Response:  A).  Morrow  County's  response  was  submitted  on  time!  OEM 

establistied  the  suspense  date  of  15  May,  1993,  a  Saturday.  The  log  of  the 

OEM  staff  duty  officer  and  the  time  on  the  documents  faxed  to  OEM  will 

verify  that  Morrow  County's  budget  was  submitted  by  the  suspense  date. 

B).      Morrow  County  was  not  invited  to  attend  the  meeting  between  the  Umatilla 

County  Emergency  Management  Director  and  an  OEM  staffer. 
C).  OEM  did  not  establish  a  format  for  budget  submissions.{Enclosure  43}  In 
lieu  of  an  established  procedure,  the  County  used  the  same  format 
employed  in  the  five  year  budget  projection  required  of  the  counties  in 
January,  1993.  OEM,  however,  employed  a  system  which  was  unfamiliar 
to  either  Morrow  or  Umatilla  County  CSEPP  staffs.  When  OEM  changed  the 
format,  it  necessitated  extensive  reworking  of  the  original  submission.  Our 
initial  budget  submission  was  typed  and  formatted. {Enclosure  44} 
D).  Handwritten  pages  submitted  to  OEM  were  in  response  to  specific  requests 
from  OEM  for  additional,  often  redundant,  justification  of  requested  budget 
categories.  The  handwritten  copies  were  faxed  to  OEM  to  speed  the 
process  and  were  always  followed  up  expeditiously  with  a  typed  copy.  Any 
delay  was  due  to  the  fact  that  both  counties  share  administrative  support 
and  points  up  the  disparity  between  the  robust  staff  and  resources  at  the 
state  level  and  the  shoestring  operation  at  the  local  level. 
E).       The  budget  request  from  FEMA,  Region  X  for  Oregon  and  Washington  was 

the  first  received  by  FEMA  National. 

F).       Because  the  county  anticipated  difficulties  with  OEM  during  the  budget 

process,  copies  of  the  budget  submission  and  OEM  correspondence  were 

sent  to  the  GAO  to  assist  In  their  ongoing  audit  of  CSEPP. {Enclosure  44} 

15a.     OEM  Contention:  This  is  untrue.  The  FY  92  budget  cut  was  coordinated  with  the 

counties.    A  great  deal  of  explaining  was  done  to  ensure  that  all  concerned 

understood  the  dilemma.  The  FY  92  budget  was  not  approved  until  well  into  the 

FY.  Much  of  the  work  was  fully  underlay  as  authorized  by  a  federal  continuing 

resolution.     No  EOC  funds  were  lost  nor  was  the  progress  of  the  process 
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interrupted.  It  should  be  pointed  out  again  that  Casey  Beard  was  not  yet  hired  and 
not  a  part  of  these  activities  at  the  time." 
Morrow  County  Response:  A).  The  FY  92  budget  cut  was  not  coordinated  with  the 

counties,  it  was  accomplished  by  fiat.  {Enclosure  45} 
B).      According  to  the  GAO,  no  reduction  in  Oregon's  0EI\4  funds  was  directed 

as  part  of  a  program  wide  cut.  Based  on  the  limited  information  available 

to  the  counties  and  discussions  with  personnel  involved  in  the  process,  it 

appears  that  this  cut  may  have  been  the  result  of  administrative  errors  by 

OEI^. 
C).       OEM  did  cut  $80,000  from  the  Morrow  County  EOC  project  which  delayed 

the  project  until  the  next  FY,  a  total  of  six  months.  {Enclosure  46} 
D).      The  fact  that  Casey  Beard  was  not  yet  hired  in  no  way  alters  what  happened 

in  March,  1992. 
15b.     OEM  Contention:  "Counties  get  about  30%  now  which  does  include  county  costs 

paid  by  the  State  on  joint  elements." 
Morrow  County  Response:  This  figure  is  incorrect-see  2a,  8c. 
15c.     OEM  Contention:  "Casey  Beard  is  often  referred  to  as  the  Director  of  Emergency 
Services  of  Morrow  County,  but  he  is  in  fact  the  program  technician,  allegedly  full 
time.  If  this  is  not  the  case,  i.e.  a  CSEPP  FTE,  then  they  are  using  CSEPP  money 
to  pay  for  time  and  work  not  authorized. 
Morrow  County  Response:  This  statement  summarizes  much  of  what  Is  wrong  with 

Oregon  Emergency  Management  relationship  with  local  CSEPP  authorities.   It  is 

full  of  condescension  and  thinly  veiled  threats.    This  reflects  their  view  of  the 

program  and  the  primacy  of  the  state  in  resource  control  due  to  their  control  of  the 

purse  strings.  Referring  to  the  specifics  of  OEM  contention:  we  have  the  following 

obsen/ations: 

A).       I  am  referred  to  as  the  Emergency  Management  Director/CSEPP  Planner, 

Coordinator  not  the  Director  of  Emergency  Sen/ices  of  Morrow  County. 
B).       There  is  nothing  alleged  about  the  number  of  hours  I  work  on  CSEPP.  As 

an  exempted  employee,  I  am  expected  to  work  more  than  40  hours  per 
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week.  The  CSEPP  program  always  receives  a  minimum  of  40  hours  per 
week  from  me.  Being  the  Emergency  Management  Director  Is  an  "extra" 
duty  Identified  In  my  lob  description  which  Is  approved  by  OEM.  It  Is 
complimentary  to  my  CSEPP  duties  and  in  no  way  detracts  from  creation  of 
a  viable  county  response  capability.  This  position  authorizes  me  to 
implement  protective  action  decisions,  activate  and  direct  the  Emergency 
Operations  Center,  develop  and  manage  the  CSEPP  budget,  maintain  a 
purchase  order  book  and  make  personnel  decisions.  Without  someone 
authorized  to  perform  these  functions,  CSEPP  will  never  work  at  the  county 
level. 

C).  Morrow  County  is  fully  within  its  right  to  assign  extra  duties  to  exempted 
employees.  See  ORS  204.601. 

D).  Morrow  County  welcomes  a  review  of  the  work  arrangement  of  our  CSEPP 
employees.  Morrow  County  citizens  and  the  Department  of  Defense  are 
receiving  full  value  from  the  County's  CSEPP  employees. 

E).  We  find  this  thinly  veiled  threat  about  the  use  of  CSEPP  employees  by  OEM 
interesting  in  view  of  the  non-CSEPP  tasks  OEM  CSEPP  FTE's  perform. 
Examples  include  teaching  non-CSEPP  Emergency  Management 
Professional  Development  Series  classes  for  extended  periods,  coordinating 
the  statewide  EBS  system,  developing  generic  disaster  preparedness  public 
education  materials  for  statewide  use,  developing  OEM  administrative  rules 
and  reviewing  legislation  pertaining  to  OEM. 
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EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT 

Casey  F.  Beard 

Manager 
CSEPP  Coordinator  /  Planner 
September  14,  1993 


Ms.  Sheila  Canavan 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
2167  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.   20515-6143 


Dear  Sheila, 

Enclosed  are  three  additional  documents  which  I  found  after  my  response  to 
Oregon  Emergency  hAanagement  (OEM)  v/as  completed.   The  first  contains  a  'smoking 
gun"  stating  that  Mr.  Tom  Worden,  an  OEM  employee,  would  be  responsible  for 
Installing  "hotlines'  to  the  Umatilla  Army  Depot.  This  Is  contrary  to  Ms.  Thompson 
Lee's  assertion  at  9d  of  her  resposne  which  contends,  mils  Is  a  county  project 
resfMnslblllty  to  do'.  The  first  document  also  addresses  'ail-hazard"  use  of  CSEPP 
provided  equipment  as  discussed  at  9c. 

The  second  document  refers  to  Ms.  Thompson  Lee's  contention  at  8c  and  8f 
that  delays  in  receiving  reimbursement  are  the  result  of  local  actions,  not  problems 
inherent  in  requiring  local  governments  to  "front  end"  a  federal  program. 

Finally,  we  have  enclosed  a  document  addressing  the  county's  concerns  about 
the  Moss  Bay  Communications  study.  We  still  believe  the  study  to  be  fundamentally 
flawed  as  additional  correspondence  at  Enclosure  16  of  our  rebuttal  Indicates. 

A  more  polished  volume  of  our  rebuttal  will  follow  shortly.  In  the  Interim, 
however,  we  want  you  to  have  this  document  to  work  with.  If  you  have  any  questions 
about  our  rebuttal  or  other  aspects  of  CSEPP  at  the  local  level,  please  feel  free  to 
contact  me  at  any  time. 

Your  consideration  In  this  matter  Is  greatly  appreciated. 

Very  Truly  Yours, 


Casey  F.  Beard 
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STATE/LOCAL  C8EP  PrograB  Meeting 

August  27,  1991 

Oregon  Emergency  Management 

PRESENT: 

Dennis  Olson,  Umatilla  County 

Pete  Wells,  Umatilla  County 

Judge  Louis  Carlson,  Morrow  County 

Lorayne  Bowman,  Morrow  County 

Dave  Cassel,  Oregon  Emergency  Management 

Raymond  Kelly,  Oregon  Emergency  Management 

Harold  Freeman,  Oregon  Emergency  Management 

Jim  Mazza,  Oregon  Emergency  Management 

Dave  Cassel  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  10:25  and  the  agenda  was 
reviewed. 

1.    Quarterly  Reporting  - 
Format 

Ray  Kelly  explained  the  correct  format  and  CARL  codes  to  use 
for  CCA  reporting.  He  emphasized  that  it  is  very  important 
for  the  counties  to  be  consistent  in  following  this  format 
because  the  State  is  required  to  report  to  Region  using  this 
format,  Dave  also  explained  that  when  the  information  is  in 
this  format  it  is  easier  to  see,  quarter  by  quarter,  where  the 
program  is  going  and  what  has  already  been  done. 

Travel 

It  is  necessary  for  CSEPP  travel  to  be  reported  quarterly. 
Information  needs  to  include  where,  when,  why,  and  cost.  An 
agenda,  class  roster,  etc.  will  usually  meet  most  of  this 
criteria. 


Personnel 


C^ 


Any  personnel  changes  need  to  be  reported  in  quarterly  CCA 
report . 

Budget  Sheets 

It  was  emphasized  that  the  forms  being  discussed  cover 
"budget"  items,  not  "accounting"  issues.  The  State  needs  one 
sheet  from  each  county  per  quarter.  Year-to-date  figures 
would  be  helpful,  however,  the  form  needs  to  be  based  on  the 
Federal  Fiscal  Year.  The  State  will  be  hiring  a  full-time 
budget  person  who  will  handle  this  reporting  at  the  State 
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Technologies  initial  study  has  been  accepted  and  Moss  Bay  has 
the  information.  Moss  Bay  will  complete  the  study  of  how  many 
sirens  to  buy  and  where  they  should  be  located.  Approximately 
2.5  million  dollars  is  available  to  buy  tone  alert  radios  and 
warning  systems.  This  money  needs  to  be  requested  through  the 
CCA  process  by  September  30,  1992.  Each  state  will  buy  their 
own  sirens  and  tone  alert  radios,  which  must  meet  Federal 
specifications.  The  State  will  contract  for  the  equipment  and 
the  money  will  be  passed  onto  the  counties  for  actual 
purchase.  The  purchase/ ownership  of  the  warning  systems  will 
be  handled  the  same  as  the  computer  equipment.  Counties  will 
need  to  add  a  line  item  to  their  budgets  for  maintenance  of 
the  warning  system.  SE  Technologies  contracts  should  be 
included  through  July  1  in  CCA.  Approximate  amount  of 
contract  is  $50,000  per  quarter,  for  both  counties.  It  was 
agreed  that  Umatilla  County  will  include  the  $50,000  in  their 
budget,  for  the  whole  project,  and  they  will  work  for  both 
counties. 

4.   Automation  training 

Myra  Lee  and  Dave  Cassel  will  be  meeting  in  Washington,  D.C., 
September  16-17  to  assist  in  the  policy  development  for  an 
automation  training  program.  The  State  will  train  a  certain 
number  of  people  to  run  the  SPOCC  system,  who  will  in  turn 
train  other  people  to  perform  certain  functions.  Dave  is 
currently  looking  at  five  people  from  the  State  office;  Ray 
Kelly,  Harold  Freeman,  Alan  Coyle,  Ian  Finseth,  and  Dave 
Mayer;  to  receive  the  training.  Counties  need  to  decide  who 
and  how  many  people  they  want  to  receive  the  training.  These 
people  do  not  need  to  be  CSEPP  funded.  It  was  suggested  that 
at  least  two  people  from  each  county  should  attend  the 
training  initially.  The  training  will  last  approximately  1-2 
weeks  and  may  be  held  at  EMI.  The  FEMA  training  section  still 
needs  to  decide  and  develop  much  of  this  program  —  where, 
when ,  what ,  etc . 


(S) 


Fifth  Quarter  Workplan 

Installation  of  Hotlines 

Hotlines  will  need  to  be  installed  to  ring  at  Umatilla, 
Hermiston,  State  Police  Dispatch  in  Bend,  and  Oregon  Emergency 
Management  from  UMDA.  There  will  be  a  monthly  line  charge. 
Tom  Worden  is  handling  this  installation. 

JIC  and  Media  Center 

The  site  that  was  discussed  earlier  in  Umatilla  for  a  Joint 
Information  Center  (JIC)  has  been  tentatively  approved  by  all 
concerned.  A  plan/ lease  agreement  needs  to  be  written  up  and 
included  in  FY92  CCA.   If  a  renovation  study  needs  to  be 
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8 .    FY92 

Overall  Training  Program 

Harold  Freeman  stated  that  there  are  six  training  agreements 
signed  with  FEMA.  Public  information  is  not  included  and  an 
agreement  would  need  to  be  written  up  and  submitted  to  FEMA  if 
it  needs  to  be  added.  A  training  agreement  must  be  signed 
before  training  begins  to  receive  CSEPP  funding.  It  was 
agreed  that  training  would  begin  on  current  computer  system 
and  will  migrate  to  UNIX  system  when  available.  Harold 
explained  the  training  schedule  and  stated  that  a  tabletop 
exercise  will  not  be  given  regular  exercise  credit  for  CSEPP. 

Automation  Subcommittee  actions 

The  Automation  Subcommittee  has  accepted  SPOCC  software  and 
won't  attempt  to  develop  another  system  from  ground  zero.  If 
a  state  wants  to  use  another  system,  that  is  okay,  but 
development  of  a  new  system  will  not  be  supported.  SPOCC  will 
be  able  to  work  with  X-windows. 

Public  Information  Program 

Tom  Worden  is  the  CSEPP  PIO  person  for  now.  His  position  is 
50%  CSEPP  funded. 

New  Personnel  (FT  State  Communications  Officer  &  FT  Planners 
for  each  county) 

It  was  agreed  that  each  county  should  include  a  full  time 
CSEPP  planner  in  FY92  CCA.  A  full  time  communications 
coordinator  will  be  needed  at  the  State  level.  Each  county 
will  need  a  communications  coordinator  later,  possibly  4th  or 
5th  guarter  FY92.  It  was  agreed  that  a  bi-county  coordinator 
is  still  a  very  important  position  and  that  it  is  very 
important  for  Colleen  to  maintain  adequate  office  space  and 
coordination  at  the  Depot. 

UNIX  Beta  Test  Bed 

Ed  Corvi,  FEMA  Headquarters,  is  to  send  the  State  a  letter 
establishing  Oregon  as  a  test  site  for  UNIX  -  migrate  from  VAX 
to  UNIX. 


(^C)    CSEPP  Response  Teams 


Eastern  Oregon  is  supposed  to  have  a  HAZ-MAT  team,  which 
should  also  be  CSEPP  trained.  Due  to  the  potential  of  major 
cuts  in  State  budgets  a?  a  result  of  Measure  5,  it  is  unlikely 
that  a  State  HAZ-MAT  team  will  be  established  in  this  area. 
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However,  the  closest  HAZ-MAT  team  is  either  Redmond  or 
Portland,  neither  of  which  is  CSEPP  trained.  Region  will  pay 
for  a  CSEPP  response  team,  including  all  necessary  equipment, 
but  not  for  a  HAZ-MAT  team.  However,  a  CSEPP  trained  response 
team  could  respond  to  a  HAZ-MAT  incident,  but  CSEPP  would  not 
pay  for  it  unless  it  resulted  in  a  direct  threat  to  the 
Demil/storage  operations.  Some  of  the  issues  raised  -  Cost 
shared;  pass  through  monies  to  locals,  funding  a  separate 
entity,  CCA  for  FY92,  who  would  certify  CSEPP  training.  Dave 
is  currently  working  with  the  State  Fire  Marshal ' s  office  on 
this  issue. 

Finalization  of  PAZ  Boundaries 

Morrow  County  has  some  minor  changes,  but  it  is  basically 
done.  Umatilla  County  is  currently  waiting  for  Colleen  King's 
return  from  leave. 

Use  of  EPIC 

Ray  emphasized  that  we  are  required  to  use  the  EPIC  system. 
Coordinators  need  to  start  using  the  Bulletin  Board  on  a 
regular  basis.  In  the  future,  quarterly  reports,  etc.,  could 
be  transmitted  directly  over  EPIC. 

It  was  agreed  that  Margaret  Fitch,  OEM,  would  draft  the  minutes  and 
forward  to  participants  for  comments.  The  meeting  was  adjourned  at 
3:15. 
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UMATILLA  COUNTY  EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT 

Courthouse,  216  S.  E.  4th  ■  Pendleton,  Oregon  97801  ■  (503)276-7111  X301 
Dennis  Olson,  Urector 


October  24,  1991 


Myra  Lee,  Administrator 
Oregon  Emergency  Management 
595  Cottage  Street  NE 
Salem,  OR  97310 

Dear  Myra: 

Recent  large  CSEPP  expenditures,  such  as  for  computer 
equipment  and  consultant  services,  combined  with  slower  than 
expected  reimbursement,  has  created  an  extremely  difficult 
budget  problem  for  the  County.  Basically,  the  general  fund 
amount  provided  to  carry  the  program  until  reimbursements  are 
received  is  not  sufficient  to  cover  large  expenditures.  And 
with  the  possibility  of  even  larger  bills  in  the  future  (EOC 
construction,  etc.)  the  situation  may  get  worse. 

^  The  Board  of  Commissioners  would  like  to  meet  with  you  and 
your  accounting  staff  to  discuss  this  problem.  Also  at  this 
meeting  would  be  the  County  Budget  Officer,  Treasurer,  and 
Accountant. 

Please  contact  me  regarding  dates  that  you  might  be 
available.   Thanks  for  your  help. 

Sincerely, 


Dennis  A.  Olson 

Emergency  Management  Director 

DAO:vt 

cc:   Budget  Officer  . 
LoRayne  Bowman/ 
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MORROW  COUNTY  EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT 


P.O.  Box  788  -  Heppner,  Oregon  97836 
(503)  676-9061 


Ray  Kelly 
CSEPP  Coordinator 
595  Cottage  St  NE. 
Salem, Oregon  97310 


LOUIS  A.  CARLSON.  JUDGE 

DIRECTOR 

G.W.  -Jerry-PECK,  COMMISSIONER 

lEMIS/Program  Specialist 

LO  RAYNE  M.  BOWMAN 

Administrative  Assistant 


Dear  Ray: 

Finally  getting  around  to  responding  to  your  fax 
concerning  the  Moss  Bay  Group  report  to  Tom  Worden. 


to  Dennis 


I  would  like  to  conunent  on  4.e  Morrow  County  Conununication  Center. 
In  the  report,  they  indicate  that  Morrow  County  intention  is  to 
locate  to  another  site  but  at  this  moment  there  is  no  funding  and 
no  firm  schedule.  As  a  result,  the  consultant  will  plan  the 
systems  for  the  existing  site. 

My  comment  would  be  that  the  Moss  Bay  Group  may  need  considerable 
updating  in  as  much  as  Morrow  County  does  own  the  site  and  that  the 
renovation  plan  is  in  the  hands  of  Jim  Lynch  of  Pendleton  for 
architectural  drawings.   We  expect  the  draft  plans  any  day. 

In  addition,  the  Moss  Bay  Group  is  not  aware  that  Morrow  County  has 
a  forward  communication  center  located  in  Boardman  at  501  East 
Columbia  Drive.  Contrary  to  their  belief,  it  is  not  adjacent  to  the 
high  water  tower  nor  adjacent  to  the  city  hall.  I  would  suggest 
that  Moss  Bay  should  consult  with  Morrow  County  directly  before 
proceeding  much  further  since  there  are  obviously  many  errors  in 
their  perception  of  our  needs. 

If  this  raises  any  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  write  or 
call. 

Sirveerely, 


liyoerely. 
Judge,  Morrow  County 
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